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This quantitative survey research gathered perceptions of Chief Development
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Multiple regression analysis examined the predictors of potential elements of
effective fund raising at public community colleges.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Most states are experiencing financial difficulties which are directly impacting the
amount of state funding available to their higher education institutions, including their
community colleges (Mayer, 2011). Since the beginning of the Great Recession, many
community colleges have experienced significant declines in state revenue, increases in
enrollment, higher tuition and flat or declining state student aid (D’Amico, Friedel, &
Katsinas, 2012).
Undergraduate enrollment in the United States rose 47% between 1970 and 1983
adding many students and out pacing revenues needed for the additional students. Public
community colleges experienced tremendous growth in enrollment during the 1960’s
when many community colleges were being built adding pressure on the colleges to
provide the resources needed to address the growth. Public Community colleges are
unique in that they are very dependent on their major source of revenue, the millage
revenues from the local tax base. Additional millage funds are increasingly difficult to
obtain from the local taxpayers.
These conditions have occurred in an environment of heightened accountability
with pressure to advance a student success agenda and to meet workforce-training needs.
It is becoming increasingly difficult for public community colleges to provide high
quality services and facilities for their students and communities in an environment of
declining traditional financial resources (D’Amico, Friedel, & Katsinas, 2012).
The role of many public community college presidents has also changed
dramatically over the past twenty years largely due to influences outside of academics
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(Besikof, 2010; Duncan & Ball, 2011). Many states have reduced allocations to public
education institutions, federal programs for student grants have been curtailed, deferred
maintenance projects have come due, overall personnel costs have escalated, technology
infrastructure investments have skyrocketed, and today more students with less financial
resources are pursuing a higher education (Bailey & Smith Morest, 2006).
A primary responsibility of a public community college president is to maintain a
financially sound institution, while providing for the diverse interests and needs of the
students, faculty and communities the college serves (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003;
Nelson, 2012). Although tuition, fees, property tax revenue and state and federal funds
are primary sources of revenue, they are often insufficient to meet institutional needs,
including capital projects, faculty development, scholarships and community services
(Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003). The public community college president must therefore
seek funding from other sources to address all the needs of the college (Boggs, 2003;
Bornstein, 2003; Duncan & Ball, 2011).
The increasing need for funding sources other than state funding, local taxation,
student fees, and tuition has resulted in colleges recognizing the efficacy of philanthropy
(fund raising) as an alternative funding source (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003; Duncan &
Ball, 2011). The educational structures, primarily education foundations which raise and
manage these dollars, have grown, and the role of the president at higher education
institutions has changed to accommodate and facilitate this function as the importance
and influence of private support has expanded (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003). Fund
raising provides support for more areas of higher education than ever before, and
academic chief executives are increasingly expected or required to take an active role in
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procuring and stewarding private gifts for their institutions (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein,
2003; Duncan & Ball, 2011).
Indeed, the decline in state and local government support, the inability of tuition
increases to replace this decline, and the modest changes in other traditional income
sources are likely to continue indefinitely. These circumstances suggest strongly the
need for public higher education to place increasing emphasis on seeking and expanding
new revenue sources. Leaders of public higher education are being challenged to alter
their focus and to seek new and expanded revenue opportunities that could contribute to
funding their primary mission, instruction (Boggs, 2003; Bolman & Gallos, 2011;
Bornstein, 2003; Cohen & Brawer, 2009; Desjardins, 2001; Duncan & Ball, 2011;
Goldstein, 2003; MacTaggart, 2009; Trachtenberg, 2008).
Yet the development of new income streams or expanding existing ones has
generally occurred on an ad hoc basis (MacTaggart, 2009). A systematic approach to
obtaining new and expanded revenue sources must be assigned to the appropriate levels
of administration in order for it to be given the time and resources necessary to produce
the results needed. College presidents and chief development officers must take
responsibility for finding new income streams. They have a stake in the success of the
effort by virtue of their tie to the success of the institution. They are well prepared to
play a major role in this new endeavor by virtue of their breadth of knowledge of the
campus, its operations and resources. They should also have both the imagination to see
opportunities where others do not and the patience to approach the task in an orderly
fashion (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003; Cohen & Brawer, 2009; Desjardins, 2001;
Duncan & Ball, 2011; Goldstein, 2003; MacTaggart, 2009; Mayer, 2011; Nelson, 2012).
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Statement of the Problem
The literature is clear that traditional sources of revenue for higher education,
primarily state and federal government sources, are declining, and the need for alternative
sources, including donations from individuals and businesses and grants from
foundations, are becoming more important for higher education to meet its financial
needs (Boggs, 2003; Bornstein, 2003; Cohen & Brawer, 2009; Desjardins, 2001; Duncan
& Ball, 2011; Goldstein, 2003; MacTaggart, 2009; Mayer, 2011; Nelson, 2012).
Despite the growing need for alternative sources to fund public community
colleges very few studies in the current body of literature have examined fund raising
effectiveness at public community colleges and the role of the president. The role of
academic chief executives in fund raising has long been neglected as a topic of scholarly
research (Cook & Lasher, 1996). Indeed, the first book on this subject was published in
1989 (Fisher & Quehl). Similarly, fund raising has, until recently, been neglected as a
topic of serious inquiry. Moreover, fund raising as a field of study has suffered from a
lack of theoretical perspective (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
The research problem is also a practical problem. New and expanded facilities are
needed at public community colleges to meet college and community needs. New and
expanded programs need funding as priorities, opportunities and technologies change to
meet education, training and community needs (Boggs, 2003; Bolman & Gallos, 2011;
Bornstein, 2003; Cohen & Brawer, 2009; Desjardins, 2001; Duncan & Ball, 2011;
Goldstein, 2003; MacTaggart, 2009; Trachtenberg, 2008). The need for scholarships also
continues to be a priority for the college and its students as the cost of education
continues to increase (Layzell & Lyddon, 1990; Leslie, 1991; Rush, 1995). Faculty
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opportunities for education, training and research are also becoming more dependent on
external sources of funds including grants and donations.
What we do not know enough about is what are the elements of effective fund
raising programs in public community colleges and what is the role of the president in
those effective fund raising programs. To this end, my study will identify common
elements found in public community colleges reporting effective fund raising programs,
and the role of the president in those effective fund raising programs. Such knowledge is
important not only because it adds to the body of knowledge regarding fund raising, but
also to help address the pressing need for additional funding at public community
colleges. It may also identify roles for the college president in effective fund raising for
their college, and possible partnerships a public community college could develop to help
them become more successful in fund raising for their college.
This research could also have additional practical and policy applications
including useful knowledge to assist in a presidential selection process, to assist in the
development of training and mentoring processes for a president and to establish effective
fund raising strategies. My study applied to public community colleges may strengthen
the applicability of other findings as a tool to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses
of higher education institutions regarding fund raising potential and capability.
The intended audience for this research is college presidents, college boards of
trustees, presidential selection committees, college foundation boards, college
development officers, professional development and education organizations and scholars
and students of research in educational leadership.
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Research Questions
My study examines two-year public fund raising issues within community
colleges across the United States, through a quantitative approach using an online survey
instrument administered to Chief Development Officers at the institutions. The following
research questions guided my study:
1) To what extent do Chief Development Officers report that their public
community college has been successful in fund raising?
2) To what extent do Chief Development Officers report the presence of
potentially effective fund raising elements at their community college?
3) When holding various demographic variables constant, to what extent is the
presence of the eight potential elements of effective fund raising a predictor of
perceived fund raising success?
Conceptual Framework and Methods Summary
There has been little systematic research on fund raising effectiveness, and a
primary challenge is defining what is meant by “effectiveness.” The amount raised has
been the most widely used measure of effectiveness; yet, this measure falls short as no
norms have been established for comparing dollar amounts. Using money raised as the
criterion does not consider the differences between schools in the institutional resources
they have at their disposal for fund raising, including fund raising costs, and does not
provide an assessment of how a given year’s results compare with an institution’s
potential for raising money (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). Using total money raised to
define fund raising effectiveness favors large wealthy institutions that may not be
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reaching their full potential (Dunn, Terkla, & Adam, 1986). The criterion of using total
money raised also obscures the success of small institutions (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
It is also difficult to compare fund raising costs and budgets across institutions.
Accounting systems are not standardized and direct and indirect fund raising expenses are
listed in different ways at institutions (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). Other problems in
assessing costs include assessing the value of the time spent by the president of the
institution or volunteers in direct fund raising, assessing actual costs for major gifts that
have been cultivated for years and deferred or planned gifts that will not mature for years,
and how to compare costs in fund raising programs in various stages of maturity and in
institutions with varying amounts of potential in fund raising (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Within this context, effective fund raising emphasizes performance relative to
fund raising potential given present capabilities and realities, while success emphasizes
performance relative to a predetermined goal in a predetermined time frame (Cook &
Lasher, 1996). In my study, successful fund raising is defined as one or more of the
following: (a) the ability to achieve formal fund raising goals of the institution, (b) the
dollar amount and percent change in annual growth of their endowment funds and/or (c)
the dollar amount and percent change in annual growth of their total fund raising effort.
The research participants will be asked to define successful fund raising at their
institution to help inform the definition of successful fund raising.
A review of the literature, which specifically assesses what are the elements that
define effective fund raising is an essential starting point in understanding how these
elements fit within a public community college context. There are eight elements of
effective fund raising that have risen to the top of the list, namely, a higher education
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institution that has: (a) strong leadership, particularly from the president of the institution
and the chief development officer, (b) institutional commitment, providing staff and
office support, (c) definition and communication of the institutional niche, image and
mission, (d) institutional culture and context, including the traditions, values and
reputation of the institution, (e) entrepreneurial fund raising, defined as acting upon new
opportunities and embracing new ideas and approaches, (f) donor relations, seen as
involvement in the life of the institution and the personal relationships developed with
members of the institution, and (g) the wise investment of the funds raised by the
institution (Cook & Lasher, 1996; Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Fadil & Thrift, 1978;
Hamlin, 1990; Keener, Ryan, & Smith, 1992; Miller, 1997; Murphy, 1997; National
Council for Resource Development (NCRD), 1993). I will look at each of these elements
briefly, with additional detail provided in Chapter 2.
The literature points to leadership as a key element in effective fund raising at
higher education institutions. In particular, the involvement of the president of the
institution in fund raising is a critical element to effective fund raising at an institution.
The chief development officer is also a critical element of effective fund raising.
Trustees, deans, volunteers and friends also play an important role in effective fund
raising at some institutions (Cook & Lasher, 1996; Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Miller,
1997; NCRD, 1993).
Institutional commitment to fund raising is also a very critical element in effective
fund raising. It is most often manifested in investments in staffing and office support for
the development function. It is also exhibited by a commitment to a sustained effort in
fund raising. A deliberate, organized and defined approach through an institution wide
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strategic planning process is strongly associated with effective fund raising (Cook &
Lasher, 1996; Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Keener, Ryan, & Smith, 1992; Miller, 1997;
NCRD, 1993).
The definition and communication of the niche, image and mission of the higher
education institution is also identified as a strong element of effective fund raising. It is
often developed through an institution wide strategic planning process and implemented
through the president’s office, development office and/or the college relation’s office
(Cook & Lasher, 1996; Duronio & Loessin, 1991; NCRD, 1993).
The institutional culture of a higher education institution plays a significant role
as an element of effective fund raising. The history, age, maturity, traditions, values,
integrity and reputation of the institution all work to tell a story and provide credibility,
trust and commitment to the institution by donors (Cook & Lasher, 1996; Duronio &
Loessin, 1991; NCRD, 1993).
Entrepreneurial fund raising was defined by Duronio and Loessin (1991) as
opportunity consciousness seasoned with good judgment. They combined the concept of
opportunity consciousness as defined by Gilley, Fulmer and Reithlingshoefer (1986) as
continuing attention to changes in the environment, in the attitudes of people and even in
the values of society, to any change that can be turned to the advantage of the institution.
Gilley et al, cite opportunity consciousness as a condition for excellence in higher
education. A number of higher education institutions studied by Duronio and Loessin
(1991) exhibited fund raising programs with innovative or unconventional features.
Donor relations as an element of effective fund raising is exemplified by the
personal relationships developed between donors and members of the higher education

10
institution. Involvement in the life of the institution by donors and keeping donors
informed about the institution tended towards greater commitment to the institution and a
predisposition to give to the institution. Corporate support of the institution was also
identified as an important element of donor relations (Cook & Lasher, 1996; Keener,
Ryan, & Smith, 1992; NCRD, 1993).
The final element of effective fund raising is the management of funds donated to
the institution. It manifested primarily in the use of professional investment managers by
the institution to invest the funds with oversight by a committee or board of the
institution (Keener, Ryan, & Smith, 1992; Miller, 1997).
These eight elements are not the only ones cited in the literature in defining an
effective fund raising program at a higher education institution, but they do create a
foundational picture of what previous literature reveals to be an effective fund raising
program. In my study, the extent to which these elements of effective fund raising exist
is assessed via the perceptions of the development officers at public community colleges.
The development officers surveyed are members of the Council for Resource
Development (CRD), the preeminent professional organization for development
professionals at community colleges in the United States. CRD has over 1,600 members
at what previous literature reveals to be at more than 700 institutions of higher education.
Figure 1 provides a visual of my conceptual framework of this study.
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Potential Elements of Effective
Fund Raising at Public
Community Colleges:
Variability
among
public
community
colleges in
effective
fund raising

 Presidential Leadership
 Other Leadership
 Institutional commitment to
fund raising
 Definition & communication
of institutional niche, image
& mission
 Institutional culture
 Entrepreneurial fund raising
 Donor relations
 Management of funds

Level of
institutional
success in
fund raising
at public
community
colleges

Extent to which these effective
fund raising elements exist
within public community
colleges as assessed by their
Chief Development Officers
through an online survey

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework.

Chapter 1 - Summary
The goal of my research is to investigate the fund raising elements of public
community colleges. These elements were evaluated using an online survey designed by
the researcher, given to the Chief Development Officer at each institution, and
administered through the Council for Resource Development (CRD). Attention was
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given to the role of the public community college president in effective fund raising for
their institution.
The remainder of this work includes the following: a fuller review of the literature
in Chapter 2, the research methodology in Chapter 3, findings of the research in Chapter
4 and conclusions and recommendations for further study in Chapter 5.
Now let us turn to Chapter 2, which surmises in more detail what is known from
the literature on these topics.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A literature review is essential to identifying gaps in the conversation of the topic
to be addressed in my research. It is the process of finding the individual voices around
the topic. Information on what has been said, when was it said, who said it and on the
basis of what evidence, is the framework for the review of the literature. It involves a
study of the history and current state of the discourse until an understanding of the
conversation is ascertained. This understanding helps identify gaps in the literature and
provides the basis and justification for additional research to fill one or more of those
gaps. The literature review helps elucidate the problem statement, assists in developing
theoretical and conceptual frameworks, and facilitates decisions regarding methodology.
It requires revisiting the literature multiple times to understand the conversation, identify
the gap in the literature to be filled, and to structure the proposed research to address the
identified gap in the literature (Locke, Spirduso, & Silverman, 2000; Rudestam &
Newton, 2001).
My literature review begins with the growth of community colleges and higher
education funding, moves into the measures of effectiveness and capacity building
identified in other research for fund raising at community colleges, and concludes with
the key role played by the college president in fund raising. Fund raising, as referred to
at community colleges, will be defined as the process of securing money and other assets
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from public and private sources for the benefit of the college, its students and the
communities it serves.
The fund raising office at a community college is often entitled the College
Development Office, Development Office, Office of Institutional Advancement, or
Advancement Office. The role of the community college foundation will also be
discussed in this literature review chapter.
The focus of my research is effective fund raising. Such effective fund raising
emphasizes performance relative to fund raising potential given present capabilities and
realities, while successful fund raising emphasizes performance relative to a
predetermined goal in a predetermined time frame (Cook & Lasher, 1996). My study
identifies key elements of fund raising effectiveness at higher education institutions
found in the literature, and determine the extent of these key elements in the current
context of fund raising by public community colleges. The study also seeks to determine
the role of presidential leadership in effective and successful fund raising at community
colleges.
This chapter concludes with a summary of the literature review, identification of
the gap in the literature, and justification for the proposed research.
Growth of Community Colleges and Higher Education Funding
Under President Harry S. Truman, federal legislation was enacted in the late
1940s with the goal of expanding access to higher education so that it would be available
within a 25 mile radius of all Americans. This fundamental element of education reform
forever changed the notion of higher education as an opportunity reserved for the
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affluent. A rapidly growing network of new institutions, primarily two-year colleges,
took shape across the nation (Murphy, 1997).
After the Soviet Union’s successful launching of the Sputnik satellite, the United
States Congress in the 1950s, 60s and 70s decided that winning the space race required a
revitalized higher education system. The National Defense Education Act of 1958, the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, the Higher Education Act of 1965, and the
Education Amendments Act of 1972 expanded the financing, structure, and function of
higher education in the United States (Murphy, 1997).
Thus the community college presidents of the 1960’s and 70’s were therefore the
“builders” of new institutions that had the benefit of extensive resources from the state
and federal governments through the legislation enacted during that period. They also
had local government support and large numbers of students waiting at the door.
However, the unprecedented levels of government support for higher education
introduced in the 1960s and 1970s gradually gave way to other community needs,
especially social welfare programs (Murphy, 1997). The flow of public money to higher
education was receding, in part because of increasing claims on government funds. In the
1970s the emergence of global financial markets made possible the financing of ever
larger debts in western industrialized countries. These moneys were used primarily for
entitlement programs (federally funded programs to which every citizen has a claim, e.g.,
primary and secondary education, health care and Social Security), for debt service, and
in the United States, for military expansion. Federal shares of funding for postsecondary
education programs, particularly research and development, decreased as borrowing
increased (Adams, 1997).
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Higher education in the United States soon arrived at a crossroads regarding its
ability to provide affordable access to its citizens. Serious financial difficulties for higher
education began in the late 1970s. The United States was then in the early stages of an
extended period of double-digit inflation. Higher education, traditionally a cost-plus
business, was caught up in the inflationary spiral like every other business in the country
and responded to the problem with double-digit tuition increases (Lenington, 1996).
Coincidental with the 1980s, a 17-year demographic decline in the number of
high school graduates started (Langfitt, 1990). Although the country gained control of
double-digit inflation and brought it down to a manageable level, higher education
continued double-digit tuition increases for the balance of the 1980s (Layzell & Lyddon,
1990). American families found ways to pay the tuition increases for a while, once
inflation came under control. In addition, more women were entering the workforce,
increasing family income and the 1980s witnessed the longest period of economic
expansion since World War II (Lenington, 1996).
Higher education had also neglected its physical assets during the 1980s and
1990s. Deferred maintenance in higher education amounted to approximately $75
billion, of which $25 billion was a critical deferment because it affected functionality and
safety (Chabotar & Honan, 1996). Washington was not receptive to mitigating this
problem when higher education appealed to the federal government for assistance in
addressing this accumulated deferred maintenance.
The decline in state and local government support, the inability of tuition
increases to replace this decline, and the modest changes in other traditional income
sources forced the need for public higher education to place increasing emphasis on
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seeking and expanding new revenue sources. The leaders of public higher education
were challenged to alter their focus, to seek new and expanded revenue opportunities that
could contribute to funding their primary mission, instruction (Rush, 1995).
Today, there are few, if any, indications that the trend will change in the
foreseeable future. This brings an even greater shift in the share of the cost to the oftenunderfinanced student who wants high-quality education, but at a low price. Therefore, it
is important that state and local governments encourage revenue enhancement strategies
by making it clear to institutions that any new revenues generated can be applied to
meeting unfunded needs or lowering future tuition increases. The expansion of revenues
remains an appropriate recourse because the revenue shortfall of colleges and universities
will not disappear easily or quickly. Colleges and universities must be able to plan their
future, to the extent possible, in a rational manner and not continue to be the victims of
financial problems unrelated to their own operations (Smith, 1995).
The Council for Aid to Education (CAE) report concluded that colleges and
universities will be so overwhelmed by growing numbers of students and stagnant public
funding in the next 20 years that they will be forced to reject millions of potential
students. In an increasingly skill-based job market, the effects of such exclusion could
seriously damage the welfare of the nation, increasing economic and ethnic inequality,
lowering productivity and international competitiveness, and undermining social stability.
It will require increased financial support from government for higher education
institutions, contingent upon bold institutional reform, to avert these consequences
(Benjamin, 1998).
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Overall, several factors have come together in the past two decades to create
serious challenges for most colleges and universities. The structure and amount of
federal support to higher education, both in the form of student aid and research money,
continues to change. Only a small number of education institutions have sufficiently
large endowments to provide meaningful support to current operations. In addition to
these issues, which are somewhat unique to higher education, colleges and universities
are also faced with more universal issues like managing downsizing costs, maintaining
their physical plants and funding benefit costs (Lenington, 1996).
It is difficult to predict with certainty what effects these issues will ultimately
have on American higher education but it is easy to speculate. The strongest and bestmanaged institutions will likely find creative solutions to these issues and thrive. Indeed,
many such institutions continue to be extremely selective in admitting students and still
fill their seats. The weak and poorly managed institutions will probably disappear. Some
will be absorbed by other schools, and some will simply close their doors. The rest of the
institutions will continue on in a fashion that few will find satisfactory (Lenington, 1996).
Fund raising clearly has become an increasingly important component of
maintaining the health of higher education institutions and was recognized by Bowen
(1980) as one of the key “intangible assets” which contributes to a strong institution
(p.157). Yet significant gaps exist in the body of literature and research on fund raising
(Brown, 1995).
Historical Evolution of Community College Foundations
Universities have received funds from private sources for centuries, while
community colleges have lagged far behind (Piland & Rees, 1995). Gifts of millions of
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dollars to established four year colleges and universities are often reported in the press,
and universities have long had foundations to manage such funds (Piland & Rees, 1995).
In the recent past, however, community colleges are responding to shrinking financial
support by establishing foundations of their own. Although the first junior college
foundations were established by the first decade of the twentieth century (Angel & Gares,
1989; Duffy, 1979; Sears, 1990), more than 80% of the currently operating community
college foundations were not established until the late 1960s (Hollingsworth, 1983). The
number of foundations associated with community colleges then grew quickly, tripling
from 192 to 650 by 1986 (Sears, 1990).
A community college foundation provides an alternative vehicle for the
contribution of funds to support activities and programs at the institution that are not
adequately being funded through traditional resources (Sharon, 1982). Community
college foundations raise funds for the improvement and maintenance of programs and
services, and to promote and facilitate corporate, alumni, and other private funding
(American Association of Community Colleges (AACC), 1986). Indeed, the fund raising
agent used by an increasing number of community colleges is the not-for-profit
foundation chartered by state government as an independent legal entity with the mission
to solicit private gifts and invest the dollars for the exclusive benefit of the college (Riggs
& Helweg, 1996).
An important function of such foundations is to circumvent the restrictive and
very conservative state laws that control the investment of college endowment funds
(Pichon, 1999). A foundation is the only way a college may disburse gifts and grants in
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many states; in others, restrictions make fund raising by the institution cumbersome
(Harper, 1976).
A private foundation also provides a means to foster interest in and appreciation
for the work of an institution. Strong boards of prominent and aggressive citizens can
open doors to funding and help build good will towards the college among other citizens
that may reap benefits when the college seeks tax dollars through millage and bond
campaigns or state budget requests (Harper, 1976).
Community college foundations play an essential role in bringing together and
formalizing relationships between institutions and their communities (Schuyler, 1997).
They can also provide vital services in the areas of planning, budgeting, student financial
aid, faculty enrichment, community involvement, student activities, outreach and gift
solicitation (Keener, 1982).
Fund Raising Success Elements
Research on the topic of fund raising success elements within higher education is
very limited. The research of Duronio and Loessin in 1991, and Cook and Lasher in
1996, are the most extensive and comprehensive found in the literature. Additional
studies of significance include the National Council for Resource Development in 1993, a
study by Keener, Ryan and Smith in 1992, and a study by Miller in 1997. Given that few
studies exist, each will now be examined in detail.
Duronio and Loessin’s Pioneering Research
In 1986, Duronio and Loessin began an analysis of higher education fund raising
results, including basic institutional characteristics, fund raising expenditures, and basic
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fund raising methods in 575 higher education institutions. The broad outline of their
1986 research became the foundation for additional research completed in 1991.
Duronio and Loessin (1990) included ten types of institutions in their original
analysis: private and public research, doctoral, and comprehensive universities, and
private and public baccalaureate and two year colleges. The basic institutional elements
they studied were those most often linked in the literature to fund raising success. They
were: educational/general expenditures, endowment, expenditures per student, cost of
tuition, alumni of record, enrollment and age of institution. They calculated three-year
averages for these elements and voluntary support.
Duronio and Loessin (1990) found that the types of institutions that raised the
most money also had the most institutional resources; not a great revelation. When
institutions were sorted by type it became clear that not all institutions with high levels of
resources had high fund raising totals when compared to their peers. They also found
that institutions with the lowest resources were not always the ones with the lowest fund
raising totals. For all types of institutions they found all possible combinations of levels
of institutional resources and fund raising outcomes.
Studying fund raising by comparing basic institutional elements and fund raising
results did not fully explain why some institutions raise considerably more money than
do other institutions of the same type with reasonably equivalent resources. The initial
work by Duronio and Loessin (1990) confirmed their belief that it is not possible to fully
understand fund raising effectiveness by studying quantitative factors alone. Their
research also indicated that in order to be useful and accurate, research on fund raising
effectiveness must distinguish between types of institutions because the relationships of
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basic institutional elements and fund raising totals differ across types of institutions.
Duronio and Loessin’s second study completed in 1991 moved from a
quantitative study of basic institutional elements and fund raising totals in 575
institutions, to the study of qualitative elements commonly associated with fund raising
success in just ten institutions.
The methodology for their second study began with the determination of a
definition of fund raising effectiveness. Fund raising effectiveness can be defined
conceptually as raising the most money with the least amount of expenditures in a
manner that enhances the likelihood that current donors will continue their support and
that more new donors will contribute to the institution. This definition, although it
includes references to results, costs, techniques, and donors is enormously difficult to
turn into a formula that can be used to answer the question, is our program effective or
not (Duronio & Loessin, 1991)?
An operational definition, in contrast to a conceptual definition, specifies what is
used to measure the concept under consideration. The operational definition of fund
raising effectiveness used by Duronio and Loessin (1991) in their second study is based
on the idea that effectiveness is a measure of how well an institution realizes its full
potential in fund raising. Potential is an abstract concept, not well defined or easily
measurable, but we know that wealthy, large, prestigious institutions have greater
potential for raising money than institutions with more modest enrollments, financial
resources and reputation (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) selected multiple regression analysis as a statistical
procedure to predict what a given institution, with a given set of institutional
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characteristics, might be expected to raise in voluntary support. Institutions raising an
amount close to the predicted amount are probably making good use of their resources
and potential for fund raising. Institutions that raise an amount greater than predicted
may be making exceptionally good use of their resources and potential. Therefore, the
authors’ operational definition of an effective fund raising program is one in which actual
results exceed predicted results.
The selection of institutions by Duronio and Loessin (1991) began by updating
information on basic institutional characteristics and fund raising results of the original
study of 575 institutions. The authors sorted institutions from their original group of 575
institutions by type, used multiple regression analysis to predict fund raising results and
calculated a score for total voluntary support and for gifts from each of four major donor
groups – alumni, nonalumni, corporations and foundations. The scores were obtained by
dividing the actual results by the predicted results. The score is greater than 1.0 if actual
results exceed predicted results or less than 1.0 if predicted results exceed actual results.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) selected ten institutions, one of each type, for further study
from a pool of approximately 100 institutions with scores above 1.0.
The ten institutions in their study are located in eight states in the Northeast,
Southeast, Midwest, Southwest and West Coast. They include institutions in urban and
rural areas and a few private institutions are affiliated with religious organizations. The
authors also chose institutions with fund raising results below the median for institutions
of their type but had actual fund raising results that exceeded the statistical prediction.
The institutions selected were very diverse in fund raising results, resources and
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institutional personalities as well as such factors as maturity of fund raising programs and
fund raising history (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) made site visits of one to four day duration to
interview people important to successful fund raising, and to review materials and
documents related to fund raising. They conducted over 100 interviews with a diverse
range of professional staff members, including presidents, chief development officers,
academic deans, other administrators with management responsibility in institutional
advancement and professional fund raising staff members.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) developed a list of qualitative characteristics of fund
raising from a review of the literature on fund raising effectiveness (Glennon, 1986;
Leslie, 1969; Pickett, 1977; Willmer, 1981), and on excellence in higher education
institutions (Gilley, Fulmer, & Reithlingshoefer, 1986) to provide a framework for
studying each institution’s fund raising program.
The list of qualitative characteristics was grouped as either characteristics of the
institution or characteristics of the fund raising program.
The qualitative characteristics of the institution are: (1) Presidential leadership,
(2) Trustees’ participation, (3) Institutional commitment to fund raising, (4) Resource
allocation, (5) Acceptance of the need for fund raising, (6) Definition and communication
of institutional niche and image, and (7) Institutional fund raising priorities and policies.
The qualitative characteristics of the fund raising program are: (1) Chief
development officer’s leadership, (2) Successful fund raising history, (3) Fund raising
history, (4) Entrepreneurial fund raising, (5) Volunteers’ roles in fund raising, (6)
Emphasis on management of the fund raising function, (7) Information and
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communication systems, (8) Planning, goal setting and evaluation, (9) Staff development,
training and evaluation, (10) Staff commitment to institution, and (11) Emphasis on
constituent relations.
The above list of characteristics of effective fund raising still represents much of
the conventional wisdom about fund raising success and are still noted in fund raising
literature as related to fund raising success (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). Although none of
these characteristics are new in the discussion of fund raising effectiveness, few
researchers have tried to ascertain to what degree these are the characteristics found in
effective programs until the Duronio and Loessin study in 1991.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) used the list of characteristics of fund raising as a
guide for discussion only in their interviews to collect data. They did not use formal or
standardized methods or instruments to measure the characteristics. They provided the
interview participants with a copy of the list and asked them to comment on the
characteristics as they felt inclined to address them. Duronio and Loessin also asked
them to describe their roles and to make observations about the institution’s fund raising
success.
Data from the site visits were analyzed in a case-by-case and across cases
approach. The overall results of their study generally confirmed the conventional
wisdom of fund raising. They did determine the characteristics associated with fund
raising success in the institutions they studied are more complex and varied than
conventional thought would suggest (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) did not identify any of the institutions studied as
outstanding in all the characteristics. Some institutions were doing very well with

26
strengths in only a few areas. No single pattern emerged for all institutions. All of the
institutions studied had strengths in one or more of the fund raising characteristics. The
researchers found the characteristics most consistently found to be strong in these
successful programs were related to leadership and institutional commitment to fund
raising. The specific characteristics most common in the successful fund raising
programs of the institutions were presidential leadership, institutional commitment to
fund raising, chief development officer’s leadership and role in setting the institutional
mission, and entrepreneurial fund raising. The characteristics least consistently found to
be strong in the institutions were those related to volunteers and trustees. The specific
characteristics less commonly identified in the successful fund raising programs of the
institutions were trustees’ participation, volunteers’ roles, emphasis on management, staff
commitment to the institution and emphasis on constituent relations. The authors did not
make the case that effective fund raising can be “boiled down” to a few general
principles. Rather, that fund raising effectiveness is multifaceted and complex and has a
great deal to do with the context in which the fund raising occurs (Duronio & Loessin,
1991).
Indeed, these researchers found that presidents of colleges and universities have
been required to assume a greater direct role in fund raising as well as greater
responsibility for leadership of the entire fund raising program. The president provides
leadership in setting fund raising priorities. The president also articulates the institution’s
mission and its case for support and must generate consensus about the mission and case
for support among all of the institution’s internal and external constituents (Duronio &
Loessin, 1991).
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Distinctive presidential leadership in fund raising was an asset in nine of the ten
institutions with successful fund raising programs interviewed by Duronio and Loessin
(1991). All nine of the presidents participated in direct fund raising activities. The nine
presidents were rated by their chief development officers as being either excellent or very
good at fund raising. The chief development officers had particularly high regard for
presidents who were willing to ask directly for gifts. The amount of time spent on fund
raising by the presidents varied considerably and seemed to be related to size and type of
institution and maturity of the overall fund raising program. The literature on presidents
and fund raising generally emphasizes the influence of presidential participation and
interest on donors and overall fund raising results. These researchers noted that the
positive effect of presidential leadership on fund raising staff is seldom discussed in the
literature (Doronio & Loessin, 1991). Duronio and Loessin suggest it might be time well
spent by a president to meet with fund raising staff to discuss and set goals and priorities.
Their research also found that trustees can participate in fund raising in three
ways: by making donations, by helping to identify prospects and solicit gifts and by
setting institutional policy that support and enhances fund raising. Trustees at private
institutions are often selected for their ability to participate in the above fund raising
roles; while public institution trustees have not been selected for those roles until
recently. Overall, the involvement and participation of trustees was not a strong
characteristic of the successful fund raising programs studied by Duronio and Loessin
(1991). Their finding challenges the conventional wisdom that trustee participation is
essential for successful fund raising programs. The fund raisers interviewed by Duronio
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and Loessin did believe the participation of trustees would increase fund raising
effectiveness.
An institution’s commitment to fund raising is evidenced by the resources
allocated for fund raising, the overall acceptance of the need for fundraising on campus,
the definition and communication of the institution’s niche and image and the
accomplishment of certain institution wide tasks that facilitate fund raising including
planning and goal setting for fund raising priorities and policies. Institutional
commitment to fund raising was a strong element of the effective fund raising programs
studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991).
The most basic form of institutional commitment is resource allocation in the
form of money and staff for fund raising. Although many of the institutions interviewed
said they had adequate staffing, most of the staff members said they could accomplish
more with more staff members, more time and more resources (Duronio & Loessin,
1991).
The degree of acceptance at the institution of the need for fund raising and
appreciation of the staff members who raise funds is another form of institutional
commitment. Duronio and Loessin (1991) found seven of the ten institutions believe
they have widespread understanding and acceptance of the need for fund raising. Most
fund raisers were not discouraged by the level of acceptance and stated part of their role
is to educate the institutions family of employees about the need and importance of fund
raising. Some of the fund raisers interviewed were unconcerned about limited
understanding on campus and stated that increasing the donors’ understanding of the need
for private support was what was most important.
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Another institutional characteristic in the study by Duronio and Loessin (1991) is
the definition and communication of the institutional niche and image. Institutional niche
is defined as what the institution actually does. Institutional image is defined as how
well, how accurately and how extensively information about the institution is conveyed
to external constituents. The institution’s “story” must be persuasively and accurately
communicated externally. Respondents stated in addition to telling the story, an
institution must have a good story to tell. Clarity about institutional niche was
exceptionally strong in every one of the institutions studied by Duronio and Loessin.
This characteristic was one of the few characteristics strong in every program. Clarity
about and institution’s niche indicates the niche has been defined and communicated
within the institution and indicates that knowledge of the institution’s history and current
strengths and aspirations has been disseminated throughout the institution (Duronio &
Loessin, 1991).
The fund raising characteristic of institutional fund raising priorities and policies
helps focus time and resources on the areas most related to achieving institutional goals.
Setting institutional priorities for fund raising has assumed new importance as a result of
several factors including: the increased competition for funds, the increasingly
multidisciplinary nature of institutional programs and the increased preference of donors
at all levels to give restricted rather than unrestricted gifts. The impact of reduced
unrestricted gifts was a concern in every institution studied by Duronio and Loessin
(1991). Unrestricted gifts have been a source of funds for new initiatives and to support
projects critical to the institutions in the study. The need to establish clear priorities and
to focus fund raising efforts has increased as funds for discretionary use have decreased.

30
Fund raisers at all ten institutions studied agreed institutional priorities were essential to
fund raising success. Fund raisers are overwhelmed by the volume of competing funding
needs all institutions have without clear direction. Duronio and Loessin found eight of
the ten institutions had established institutional priorities for fund raising.
Substantial variation existed among the institutions studied by Duronio and
Loessin, (1991) in terms of how priorities were established. The process varied from
establishment of priorities by a few administrators at the top to wide participation by
internal and external constituents. Variation in how priorities were set did not seem to
have substantial effect on the fund raising processes or results. The most important thing
to fund raisers interviewed at the institutions was that priorities be set, be well
communicated and have broad acceptance that the priorities are the right ones for the
institution at a given time.
Fund raising policies as an effective fund raising characteristic are needed to
support the focus of the above priorities according to Duronio and Loessin (1991). Many
funding sources restrict the number of proposals they will receive from an institution at
the same time. Restricting proposal submissions is one of the most emotionally charged
fund raising issues on most campuses. The decision as to which proposals will be
submitted was determined by senior administrators at eight of the institutions studied
based on institutional priorities and other factors. Only two of the institutions studied
had formal written policies governing proposal submissions. The necessity to restrict
proposal submissions creates problems of conflicting interests on most campuses.
Specific formal policies that spell out how decisions will be made and that also educate
and accommodate faculty members and academic officers as much as possible seem
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warranted (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). The authors also stated negotiations and formal
agreements with the funders restricting submissions seem necessary to ensure that
funders will express support for institutional policies, assume responsibility for their own
policies and handle unauthorized submissions in a standard manner.
We will now turn our attention to the characteristics of fund raising programs
studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991). The characteristics of fund raising programs
include: the chief development officer’s leadership, centralized fund raising programs,
successful fund raising history, volunteers’ roles in fund raising, emphasis on
management of the fund raising function, including information and communication;
planning, goal setting and evaluation; and staff development, training and evaluation,
staff commitment to the institution and emphasis on constituent relations.
The first characteristic we will examine is the chief development officer’s
leadership. Strong leadership was cited by respondents in the interviews at each
institution as a factor in fund raising success and was evident in their chief development
officers (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). The chief development officers interviewed
disagreed in their opinions of the value and use of volunteers in fund raising and in
setting dollar goals for fund raisers. All of the chief development officers demonstrated
they understand and value higher education, are articulate representatives of their
institutions and the fund raising field, have respect for donors and have high professional
standards for themselves and their staff members (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
The chief development officers were unanimous in two important convictions
about fund raising. First, each of the chief development officers stated the importance of
fund raising programs that are designed to provide long-term benefits for their institution.

32
The authors suggest continuity of commitment to long-term results may be a more
essential factor in fund raising success than long tenure of fund raising leaders. Second,
all of the chief development officers had a strong belief in the need for fund raising
decisions and plans to be made within the context of each specific institutional
environment and reflect overall institutional values and directions (Duronio & Loessin,
1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) noted that with the high turnover among fund raisers
the chief development officers interviewed were protecting their institutions and
preparing for staff turnover by making certain that future success was more dependent
upon systematic fund raising programs, excellent record keeping and management
information systems.
Chief development officers often filled as many as five different roles in leading
the fund raising process: college or university officer, fund raiser, manager, mentor and
entrepreneur. Some had additional responsibilities for other aspects of institutional
advancement. The chief development officers at the institutions studied by Duronio and
Loessin (1991) all carried out responsibilities in each of these roles, but no one model of
effective leadership was apparent.
All of the chief development officers functioned in some capacity as a college or
university officer. In most of the institutions studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991) the
position of the chief development officer had been elevated from middle management to
an executive level, confirming the description of the chief development officer by Gilley,
Fulmer and Reithlingshoefer (1986) as one of “the new power brokers” in higher
education (p. 84). The chief development officer is able to provide valuable information
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and insight about the funding climate and market opportunities to help target funding
sources that might be appropriate and highly beneficial for their institution. The authors
found that mistakes and oversights are less likely to occur when chief development
officers participate in overall institutional planning.
Six of the eight chief development officers in these effective programs had direct
fund raising responsibilities at their institutions and relished this part of their job
(Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
All of the chief development officers had essential management responsibility for
planning, monitoring, adjusting and evaluating staff, budgets and the content and process
of fund raising programs. Although in many cases most internal management functions
had been delegated to other senior staff members (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Half of the chief development officers interviewed by Duronio and Loessin
(1991) functioned in some capacity as mentors to their staff. The authors stated that
mentoring is especially critical in a field such as fund raising where few formal
educational programs or processes for gaining credentials exist.
The entrepreneurial role of the chief development officer was cited by their staff
at four of the institutions. An entrepreneurial chief development officer breaks new
ground, is willing to take risks and encourages staff members to move beyond
conventional ways of thinking and doing (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) found the chief development officers in these
institutions with effective fund raising programs varied in how they conceptualize and
carry out their multiple roles. The authors noted that it is important to have a good “fit”
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between the chief development officer’s style and strengths and the needs of the
institution.
In terms of centralized fund raising programs, each of the effective fund raising
programs had a central fund raising staff, but further organization of institution wide fund
raising varied among the institutions (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). While staff members in
the institutions studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991) preferred a centralized structure,
the authors found no proof that one structure was superior to the others. The authors
found that rather than organizational structure the mechanisms for dealing with recurrent
issues were much more important in affecting fund raising success.
History is very important to understanding current fund raising practices because
fund raising success is a developmental process (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). Only three
institutions with effective fund raising programs studied by the authors had mature fund
raising programs evidenced by long years of steady growth and comprehensive fund
raising programs. All five of the private institutions in the study by Duronio and Loessin
(1991) had conducted, were conducting or planned to conduct major campaigns.
Although raising actual dollars continues to be the immediate purpose for campaigns, the
leaders of effective programs design campaigns to do more than raise funds. Campaigns
are now designed to develop long term relationships, educate constituents and establish
higher overall results though such mechanisms as enlarging the number of donors and the
size of the average gift to the annual fund, expanding the donor base for major gifts and
changing how the institution is perceived by all constituents (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Most fund raising managers interviewed by Duronio and Loessin (1991)
expressed an almost unanimous belief that a strong annual fund was the foundation for
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ongoing success in every other fund raising program. All the institutions studied by
Duronio and Loessin used a phone/mail program to solicit gifts for the annual fund.
Staffing for the annual fund programs varied widely and included paid callers, alumni,
student volunteers, faculty and staff volunteers and fund raising staff members. Most of
the institutions paid the callers and some also had students, alumni, faculty members and
administrators volunteer to make calls.
Firms providing support services as well as actual fund raising activities have
increased in number as the scope of fund raising has increased and technology has
become more sophisticated. The commercial services the institutions studied by Duronio
and Loessin (1991) were using or had used were for prospect rating, prospect research,
consultation for overall fund raising and for campaigns and telemarketing. The authors
found that hiring commercial firms to handle functions that were once carried out by staff
members or volunteers varied from institution to institution and no clear pattern emerged.
The institutions that did use commercial firms were very discerning about which firms
they used, being careful to select those that represented the institution well (Duronio &
Loessin, 1991).
Gilley, Fulmer and Reithlingshoefer in their 1986 study cite “opportunity
consciousness” as a condition for excellence in higher education. They define
opportunity consciousness as leadership’s “continuing attention to changes in the
environment, in the attitudes of people and even in the values of society, to any change
that can be turned to the advantage of the institution” (p. 61). Opportunity consciousness,
seasoned with good judgment, is how Duronio and Loessin (1991) define entrepreneurial
fund raising.
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Fund raisers have never before been expected to be more innovative and more
careful in their use of scarce resources than now (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). The authors
found a number of the institutions they studied had fund raising programs with innovative
or unconventional features. Every fund raising program was breaking new ground by
introducing ventures totally new to each institution. The case studies of Duronio and
Loessin (1991) indicate that entrepreneurial approaches are strongly characteristic of
effective fund raising programs to the extent that being entrepreneurial means
consistently and regularly doing new things.
Although some authors (such as Snelling, 1986) believe that fund raising success
is dependent upon the extensive involvement of volunteers; the importance of volunteers
in the effective fund raising programs studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991) varied
substantially which was one of the most provocative and surprising findings of their
research.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) found that involving volunteers in fund raising was
not a prerequisite for effective fund raising in all the institutions they studied. The
authors contend that whether volunteers are critical for fund raising success depends upon
both the institution’s fund raising history and its tradition of involving volunteers for
purposes other than fund raising.
Good management practices were expected to be found by Duronio and Loessin
(1991) since fund raising has a strong focus on bottom line results. In general, strong,
deliberate professional management is not particularly characteristic of the successful
fund raising programs at all ten of the institutions studied by the authors. Management
was generally perceived more as a routine housekeeping chore or a necessary evil than as
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a critical factor affecting overall fund raising performance. The researchers believed all
programs will require strong professional management for continuing success as the task
of fund raising becomes even more sophisticated, complex and competitive.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) examined three broad areas of management,
including information and communication systems; planning, goal setting and evaluation
and staff development, training and evaluation. Most of the fund raisers interviewed
emphasized good systems to collect, store, retrieve and disseminate information were
essential for effective fund raising. Fund raisers need information about donors, frequent
reports to monitor progress and activity and clear directives about what is expected of
them to function effectively. The fund raisers also emphasized the importance of good
communication across organizational levels with fund raising colleagues, within the
development office, with the rest of the institution and with external constituencies. How
well staff members communicate with each other is strongly influenced by management
directives, support and modeling (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Doronio and Loessin (1991) found that planning, goal setting and evaluation were
not particularly characteristic of the fund raising programs at the institutions they studied.
They had expected that formal planning; goal setting and evaluation would be integral to
effective fund raising based on (1) the need to take a more market-oriented view of
opportunities and expenditures, circumventing lockstep annual percentage increases in
fund raising goals and budgets; (2) the increased complexity and cost of fund raising
technology and increased competition for philanthropic dollars; (3) the need for long term
investments in fund raising for maximum outcomes and (4) the increasingly critical role
of fund raising for setting and achieving the overall institutional mission.
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The institutions studied by Doronio and Loessin (1991) also varied in their
approaches to their limited fund raising planning and goal setting. One approach used
concrete goals for dollars to be raised and activity levels in all program areas. Several
institutions set goals for the overall percentage of change in money raised and conceptual
goals (examples of conceptual goals are “improve alumni involvement” and “increase
personal solicitations”). Staff members in well-established programs essentially set goals
by looking at past years’ results and adding a certain percentage of increase. The amount
of increase usually was more intuitively than scientifically derived. Doronio and Loessin
believed if and when the trend reverses and giving to higher education stabilizes or
begins to drop, managers in all institutions will have to become more methodological and
strategic in their planning and goal setting.
All the development managers interviewed did have a strategic focus, thinking of
fund raising as a long-term process and not as a year-to-year or campaign-to-campaign
process. Major campaigns promote more intensive and more formal planning (Duronio
& Loessin, 1991). None of the institutions studied conducted formal, comprehensive
evaluations of their fund raising programs (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) found that for the most part, the fund raising
managers at the institutions studied did not strongly emphasize staff training and staff
development. A few institutions held yearly staff retreats for staff development, program
planning and team building while others provided merit raises based on performance
evaluations for staff members. Several fund raising managers stated competition for
experienced staff members was currently a more serious problem to them than direct
competition for funds. Institutions will be forced to hire staff members with limited or no
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direct fund raising experience as competition for staff members continues to grow. As
this trend continues, on-the-job training and systematic staff development programs in
development offices are likely to increase (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Duronio and Loessin (1991) assessed staff commitment to the institution for two
reasons. First, Gilley, Fulmer and Reithlingshoefer (1986) identified this factor as one of
the “ten fundamentals” of excellent institutions (p. 12); second, because of the
widespread belief that staff commitment to institutions is not particularly characteristic of
the fund raising field. The authors encountered strongly committed staff members in
every institution they studied but did not always judge this strong commitment to be to
the institution. Staff members who were not committed to their institutions were
committed to professional excellence, to improvement in their personal work skills and to
the success of their programs. People in the institutions in which staff members were
more strongly committed to professional goals were more formal and the atmosphere was
more “corporate” than “collegiate” in these institutions. People in the institutions in
which staff members were strongly committed to the institution were more informal and
the atmosphere was more “collegiate” than “corporate.”
Duronio and Loessin (1991) defined a collegiate atmosphere as having more
exuberant energy and staff members speaking of how much fun they have working.
Conversely, the authors defined the energy as more subdued in the corporate atmosphere
and staff members speaking of how much personal satisfaction they received from their
work. The research results of Duronio and Loessin indicate that either orientation can
provide the basis for fund raising success. The author’s research results suggest further
that strong staff commitment to the institution is relate to personal ties with the
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institution. They also found that whether staff members feel or do not feel a deep
commitment to the institution may be more an aspect of the institution’s culture than a
personal characteristic of individual staff members.
Gilley, Fulmer and Reithlingshoefer (1986) list staff commitment to the
institution as an institutional quality rather than as a quality of the staff. They wrote that
the institution is responsible for “capturing allegiance” and found at the 20 schools they
studied that the effort to build commitment to the institution was “an integral part of the
overall college mission” (p. 36).
Fund raising has evolved to the point where not only is it necessary for
institutions to demonstrate need they must also demonstrate they are worthy of support.
Duronio and Loessin (1991) defined worth as demonstrating the capacity to provide
products and services that donor’s view as important. Gilley, Fulmer and
Reithlingshoefer (1986), writing about higher education institutions, called it “keeping an
eye on the community” (p. 13). Although Doronio and Loessin (1991) expected to find
exceptional strengths in constituent (donor, alumni, faculty and community) relations in
institutions with successful fund raising programs, only two institutions (both public)
were outstanding in all constituent relationships. These researchers did find presidents,
managers and fund raisers in every institution who emphasized that future fund raising
success would depend more and more on constituent relationships and that the
institutions were responsible for initiating and maintaining these relationships. Staff
members in most institutions referred to the need for improved recognition of donors.
Only four of the institutions had long-standing, comprehensive alumni relations
programs. Most of the institutions had strong regional or community identities and used
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their position as an asset in fund raising. The results of Doronio and Loessin’s (1991)
research indicate a growing awareness in each institution of the need to develop
constituency-based approaches in all fund raising efforts.
In conclusion, Duronio and Loessin (1991) conducted research based on an
examination of the presence of characteristics of effective fund raising that were
outstanding at ten higher education institutions they determined as very effective at fund
raising within their particular institutional contexts. Each characteristic in the study was
outstanding in at least two institutions. Presidential leadership, chief development
officer’s leadership and definition and communication of niche and image were
outstanding in most institutions. Each of the institutions was outstanding in three to
fourteen characteristics. The average number of outstanding characteristics for all ten
institutions was eight. The results of Duronio and Loessin’s (1991) research revealed that
the characteristics of effective fund raising used by the authors are related to fund raising
success. They also concluded institutions do not need to be outstanding in all
characteristics to be successful in fund raising, and that it appears few rules apply to
effective fund raising. Duronio and Loessin did find that leadership in fund raising at all
institutional levels and significant institutional commitment to fund raising are definite
factors that can make a difference in fund raising success. The importance of strength in
other areas seems more related to the nature of the institution, rather than to a concrete
formula for fund raising success (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
One of the few general rules to be derived from Duronio and Loessin’s (1991)
research is that fund raising must capitalize on the strengths and untapped potential of
institutions. The most important factor in making decisions about fund raising programs
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may be insight into one’s own institution (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). In the end, fund
raising success is the result of deliberate, sustained efforts to raise money. It seems
apparent that leadership, sustained effort and a genuine institutional commitment are the
basics upon which successful fund raising programs are built (Duronio & Loessin, 1991).
Cook and Lasher’s (1996) Research
Cook and Lasher (1996) stated their research was the first study of presidential
fund raising that was both national in scope and theory-generating. The key variables or
prerequisites which determine fund raising outcomes were identified and theoretical
models were formulated which explain the fund raising process and presidential fund
raising in higher education.
The qualitative study conducted by Cook and Lasher (1996) utilized an embedded
multiple case study design, with university presidents as the primary unit of analysis and
both fund raising and comprehensive campaigns as embedded units of analysis. Data
collection occurred over a two-year period and included interviews with 50 academic
leaders, as well as analyses of selected documents such as campaign case statements and
presidential vitas.
The central purpose of their study was to construct a theoretical model or models
of presidential fund raising using the grounded theory approach of discovery,
development, and provisional verification arising from systematic data collection and
content analysis. Emphasis was placed on interpreting and adequately describing a
central process or system, and emerging data were allowed to "speak" rather than being
forced into a preconceived theoretical mold (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
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A pilot study was conducted during 1992-93 in which the presidents of 10 Texas
universities (five private, five public) were interviewed. The interviews were recorded
and transcribed, then analyzed using grounded theory methodology. A total of 70 themes
were identified and after sequential analysis using open coding, axial coding, and
selective coding, it was determined that data from four of the themes provided the
elements for a preliminary model of presidential fund raising (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
During 1993-94, Cook and Lasher (1996) conducted interviews with 20
respondents from a national sample of 62 presidents and former presidents at institutions
which had recently conducted or were conducting a comprehensive campaign for $100
million or more. In addition, interviews were conducted with a 20-member panel of
experts composed of nine chief development officers, nine presidents or former
presidents, and several fundraising consultants. Documents such as presidential vitas and
campaign case statements were also analyzed, and an extensive literature review was
conducted.
A modified version of the data analysis process used in the pilot study was
followed, beginning with the identification of specific themes through open coding and
proceeding to theoretical sampling in order to test and refine the preliminary model of
presidential fund raising. Sampling was continued until theoretical saturation was
reached, at which point cases deviating from the general pattern were investigated
further. Once such outlying cases were reconciled, analysis was discontinued (Cook &
Lasher, 1996).
Cook and Lasher (1996) discerned from the comments of the study participants
and the review of literature certain key variables or prerequisites determine fund-raising
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outcomes, that fund raising is based on social exchange processes, and that fund raising is
carried on within the context of four types of forces.
Cook and Lasher (1996) in their qualitative study of university presidents, chief
development officers and fund raising consultants identified twelve key variables or
prerequisites for sustained fund raising effectiveness. Each element is important and the
absence or dilution of any single element reduces the overall impact of the others (Cook
& Lasher, 1996). All of the respondents to their study had institutions that exhibited
some measure of success in fund raising. However, they noted that ‘effectiveness’ differs
from ‘success’ since it includes capability and potential as well as dollar totals. Thus the
focus of their twelve key variables or prerequisites is sustained effectiveness rather than
success in fund raising (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
The key variables or prerequisites for effective or sustained fund raising
determined by Cook and Lasher (1996) in institutions of higher education are: (1)
Leadership (of president, trustees, deans, volunteers, staff, and other friends); including a
host of related elements such as willingness/desire to be involved in fund raising,
Skill/ability/aptitude in fund raising (salesmanship), effort, commitment, integrity,
effective management of the institution, fiscal viability/vitality of institution, effective
stewardship of resources, momentum, effective planning, donor confidence, and
provision of appropriate gratitude and recognition for earlier donations; (2) Financial
capacity/capability of constituency (wealth of donor base); (3) Clarity and strength of
institutional mission; (4) Personal relationship between donors and someone associated
with the institution; (5) Involvement of donors in the life of the institution; (6)
Prestige/reputation/image (perceived quality and strength of academic programs); (7)
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History/age/maturity/consistency/tradition of both the institution and the advancement
program, including such things as breadth and scope of academic programs, appropriate
policies and support structures, adequate budgets and staff, established habits and
patterns of giving, and continuity from one president to the next, one chief development
officer to the next, and one year to the next in terms of overall quality; (8) Informed and
committed constituency (effective program of frequent, two-way communication
between institution and donors); (9) Donor predisposition to give (philanthropic impulse
in society); referring more generally to the religious heritage of the nation and the
historical tendency toward forming voluntary associations, this also acknowledges that
there are regional as well as community variations in willingness to give, capacity to
give, and established traditions of philanthropy; (10) Continued public confidence in (the
value and integrity of) higher education as well as the nonprofit sector generally; (11)
State of the economy/nation; and (12) Tax policy (federal and state laws encouraging or
discouraging philanthropy).
Cook and Lasher (1996) found that initial strategies normally focus on smaller,
annual gifts with most donor prospects. Obviously, some prospects respond negatively to
such appeals and requests by choosing not to contribute, while other prospects make a
donation for various reasons. Typically for a short-term response, donors will not be as
concerned with institutional prerequisites as they are for a long-term response since they
are not investing as much. However, in some cases, first-time donors will make a major
gift--either in cash or capita assets, or through a bequest. Such a gift may originate
through the donor's own initiative or in response to a specific proposal put forth by the
institution (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
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They also found that other first-time donors may choose to give at the same level
and frequency (i.e., a small annual gift) on a repeating basis and may never mature as a
donor for a particular institution by advancing to higher giving levels. The pattern of
behavior, which colleges and universities try to encourage, is to move donors from one
level to the next in terms of the size of their gifts and the extent of their involvement in
and commitment to the organization/ institution. A common feature of most fund-raising
programs is the existence of various giving "clubs" representing specific dollar levels to
encourage this donor development or progression (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
Cook and Lasher’s (1996) research also revealed that in the case of the donor who
provides major gifts on a repeat or periodic basis, either spontaneously or in response to
individualized appeals if followed to its logical conclusion, such a pattern of behavior
may culminate in a bequest or testamentary gift which will be the donor's ultimate
expression of commitment to the institution. A final type of donor response is the rare
case where an unknown or unsolicited donor initiates a gift. Such a donor may mail a
check to the president or the development office, schedule an appointment to obtain
information and/or to discuss his or her interest in making a gift or funding a certain area
or activity, or have a trusted advisor such as an accountant or attorney contact the
institution on his or her behalf. And of course, some donors bequeath their estate or a
portion thereof to an institution which has no inkling that it is to be the recipient of such
largesse until notified by an attorney or other executor upon the death of the
benefactor(s). There are a number of variations for each type of donor response. The
primary purpose of these examples is to illustrate fund raising from an institutional
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perspective and to document the systematic and cyclical nature of the fund-raising
process (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
They also found that presidential fund raising is a developmental process with
different decision or action points and with four types of intervening variables or forces
impacting presidents at each stage in the process (Cook & Lasher, 1996). To understand
this concept, it is necessary to consider each decision or action point separately. First, it is
obviously necessary for an individual to be selected as the CEO (president or chancellor)
of a college or university. In accepting this position, an individual brings with him or her
established habits, preferences, leadership styles, personality traits, administrative and
educational experiences, needs, attitudes, values, beliefs, and interpersonal skills, among
other things.
This new CEO also carries with him or her certain self-imposed or self-created
role expectations for the position. In addition, others (role senders) both inside and
outside the organization have role expectations associated with the presidency as well.
The CEO also inherits established traditions, history, culture, norms, sanctions, taboos,
rituals, rewards, and other aspects of organizational life since an institution is a complex
and dynamic social organism and not a static and lifeless machine. Institutional forces
also include wealth, constituencies, capabilities, strengths and weaknesses, market
position, size, maturity, prestige, and quality of the governing board, student body,
faculty, and alumni (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
Finally, the new CEO inherits environmental conditions such as capacity of the
donor base; wealth and philanthropic tradition of the local community, region, and state;
proclivity of the surrounding area to natural disasters; unemployment rate; inflation rate;
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state of the economy; federal tax policy; competition from other nonprofits and public
opinion toward higher education (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
Cook and Lasher (1996) concluded that these four forces interact to produce the
CEO's level of participation in fund raising. Presidential participation can be viewed as a
continuum, with one extreme being no participation in fund raising, and the other
extreme being full or total participation in fund raising. However, very few presidents
operate or function at either extreme. Instead, the vast majority fall somewhere between
these polar opposites (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
One reason for these different levels of participation is that typically one of the
four forces will dominate the others, and this will vary from situation to situation. In
reality, all four forces exert differing levels of influence on presidents and thus affect
presidential decision-making and behavior in varying degrees. Presidents must therefore
strive to develop a "big picture" or integrated view of these forces in order to harness the
fund-raising potential of their institutions and to maximize their own fundraising
effectiveness (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
As a president continues in office, these forces produce certain changes in the
incumbent which impact his or her fund-raising effectiveness. Over time, presidents'
commitment to their institutions also increases, their relationships with wealthy
individuals deepen, and their circle of friends and acquaintances widens (Cook & Lasher,
1996).
In summary, Cook and Lasher (1996) concluded that presidents both bring with
them and inherit certain realities which interact to determine how much time and energy
they spend on fund raising (their level of participation), and on which parts of the fund-
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raising process and program they focus their efforts and attention (their priorities). These
same forces also determine how well presidents will perform in fund raising (their
effectiveness), so there is a multiple effect although the strength of each force changes
over time and collectively the four forces change presidents over time as well (Cook &
Lasher, 1996).
Cook and Lasher’s (1996) study identified several implications. First, presidents
have a limited number of cards they can play with donor prospects. Included in this
'presidential hand' are the following: 1) the stature of the presidential office or position;
2) the quality and prestige of the institution being represented; 3) the importance of
higher education to society; 4) interpersonal skills (sales ability, human relations skills
including the ability to listen and basic courtesy and respect, and the ability to articulate
mission and vision); 5) appeals to donor motives; 6) the strength of relationship between
the donor and the institution or between the donor and institutional representatives; and
7) the stature and prestige of members of the solicitation team. It depends on individual
donors as to which are the most powerful or important. The implication for presidents is
that they must make sure they have something of real substance to sell to donors, whether
it is a commitment to maintain quality or a commitment to achieve quality. In addition,
presidents must have a sense of what is possible and desirable for their institutions, and
this can come only through strategic planning in consultation with many others both
internal and external to the campus.
Second, fund raising should be thought of and studied more as a team effort than
as the responsibility of any one person or position. The subtlety and complexity inherent
in the fund-raising process can only be fully appreciated as a dynamic group activity or
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process involving a number of interpersonal relationships, role transactions, and social
exchanges.
Third, Cook and Lasher (1996) found that although basic aspects of fund raising
are transferable from one institution to another, fund raising is situation-specific and can
only be fully understood in terms of a particular context. Differences in culture, history,
tradition, maturity, mission, number of alumni, capacity of the donor base, prestige,
academic quality, commitment, effort, leadership style and sales ability of the president
and chief development officer, development budget, staff size and expertise, location and
support of the local community play a critical role in fund raising outcomes, and
therefore results at one institution are not automatically replicable at another institution.
Finally, the researchers found that it is perhaps more accurate to speak of fund
raising effectiveness rather than fund raising success. The reality, however, is that both
are important. Success is probably an easier concept to grasp and to quantify and fits
more readily within a short-term time frame, which is where most fund raisers and
presidents have to operate. But on the other hand, the long-term stability, growth, and
maturity of an organization's development program are dependent upon variables and
forces which may have little to do with a particular comprehensive campaign or annual
fund drive (Cook & Lasher, 1996). Effectiveness emphasizes performance relative to
fund raising potential given present capabilities and realities, while success emphasizes
performance relative to a predetermined goal in a predetermined time frame. Therefore,
fund raisers and presidents need to have both a short-term and a long-term agenda for
their institutions. The concept of effectiveness also carries with it a broader perspective
on fund raising and encourages more focus and attention on basic prerequisites which
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must usually be in place before donors will consider making a major or ultimate gift to an
institution (Cook & Lasher, 1996).
Other Important Studies
The National Council for Resource Development [NCRD] (1993) sought to
determine the critical characteristics, conditions, resource development strategies and
sources of gifts of successful two-year college foundations through a survey of the
members of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). The NCRD
survey divided the college foundation respondents into large foundations, those with
assets of $1 million or more and small foundations, assets of less than $1 million for
comparative purposes.
A summary of the findings of the NCRD study is as follows (Miller, 1997):
1. The community colleges that employed someone responsible for development
activities were more successful in obtaining funds.
2. Older foundations garnered more funds than those that came into existence
after 1990.
3. The size of the college did not appear to make a major difference in the ability
of the foundation to raise funds.
4. The larger foundations participated in numerous friend raising and fund raising
events, while smaller foundations participated in fewer events. A direct relationship
appears to exist between the number of events sponsored and fund raising success.
5. Annual fund campaigns appeared to be critical to a foundation’s fund raising
success.
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6. It appears that a successful strategy for foundations is the establishment or
enhancement of endowment funds.
7. It also appears that aggressively seeking and responding to private foundation
proposals is an effective fund raising strategy.
8. It appeared most successful foundations had an organized and defined planned
effort at fund raising that involved both the community college president and the
community.
9. It appeared that involving the president of the college and potential donors in
fund raising activities was critical to the success of the foundation. The foundations
indicated it was critical to focus on programs and causes that are people-oriented which
are well suited to fund raising efforts.
10. The survey responses also supported the importance of developing and
implementing an in-depth public relations program with the community.
A study by Keener, Ryan and Smith (1992) of the top ten community colleges,
based on a five year giving total as reported annually from 1986 to 1990 to the Council
for the Advancement of Education (CAE), indicated that the most successful fund raising
community college foundations were breaking several rules often cited in the research
and in opinion-based literature. They reported that size and population base had less to
do with fund raising success than did institutional commitment. Institutions with
excellent local reputations fare well in fund raising (Keener, Ryan, & Smith, 1992).
Keener et al. (1992) also found that the successful foundations were not making
the investment in research typical of sophisticated fund raising colleges an often used by
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large four year colleges and universities. The authors did state they believed that
community colleges could raise substantially more funds if they invested in research.
The authors noted that the organization of the fund raising program for
community colleges in terms of the coordination of classic advancement functions
seemed to be less important than the reputation of the college. Keener et al. (1992) also
found that local corporate support was more important than alumni contacts. Less than
3% of the giving represented alumni donations during the five-year period of the survey
for the ten institutions.
Keener et al. (1992) did report the top ten community college foundations did
adhere to the following successful tenets of fundraising:
1. To make money, the college must spend money. Almost all of the top
community colleges reported making significant financial investments in people and
office support.
2. Planned giving is the future. Almost all of the ten colleges studied are
involved in planned giving efforts and several report considerable early success.
3. Money is invested wisely. All ten colleges with endowments have sought
advice and guidance for their investing.
Miller (1997) in her study of six public community college foundations in
Michigan compared the three that received the greatest amount of external funds with the
three that received the least amount of external funds in fiscal year 1995 to determine
whether different characteristics were exhibited by the two groups. She identified the
following implications of Keener et al.’s (1992) study:
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1. The role of the community college president may not be as crucial as
previously thought. It may be more productive to place more emphasis on hiring a good
fund raising professional as the point person.
2. The use of research and the presence of an established advancement office did
not seem to be crucial factors in fund raising success. However, the literature
demonstrated that over time, alumni giving should not be underestimated.
3. Institutional commitment appeared to play a larger role in fundraising success
than size of the college and student population.
4. The most successful community college foundations were those investing in
fund raising personnel and office support.
5. Successful foundations were involved in planned giving activities.
6. Successful foundations sought advice as to how to invest money to receive the
maximum benefit.
This section, Fund Raising Success Elements, presented several studies that
identified key elements in effective fund raising. Many of the studies identified similar
key elements although the priority or importance of the elements varied among the
studies. This section provides the basis for the conceptual framework that will be tested
in my research work.
Role of the College President
This section recaps the specific role of the public community college president
from previous fund raising studies and other studies focused on the responsibilities of the
president to identify other sources of revenue for their college, including fund raising, in
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difficult financial times. It also reinforces the role of the president as a critical factor in
effective and successful fund raising.
Keener et al. (1992) found the top ten foundations did not state the college
president’s role as crucial to their success. They did credit their president with
demonstrating a vision that supported their development office and ensuring that
resources were available. They also stated they believed that the organization of the
foundation board and the talent of the chief fundraising officers were equally important.
The National Council for Resource Development (NCRD, 1993) sought to
determine the critical characteristics, conditions, resource development strategies and
sources of gifts of successful two-year college foundations through a survey of the
members of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). The majority of
the NCRD survey respondents stated that involving the president of the college and
potential donors in fund raising activities was critical to the success of the foundation.
Most successful foundations had an organized and defined planned effort at fund raising
that involved both the community college president and the community.
Although it might be argued that the magnitude of the involvement of the
president of the college in development work may vary from college to college, it
certainly was the consensus of the foundations in both studies that the involvement of the
president as the purveyor of the vision of the college, as the symbol or spokesperson for
the college and the need to have the president “on board” with the develop plan and
activities was not questioned.
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The significance of educational fund raising as professional preparation is
associated with vital presidencies at distinguished state, regional and national colleges
and universities (Murphy, 1997).
A study by Fadil and Thrift (1978) sought to determine the factors that enabled
the presidents of 51 higher education institutions to overcome financial hardships. They
found it was the past experience, marketing skills and the communication ability of the
president along with the use of certain tools that were the salient factors in increasing the
institution’s financial viability.
Hamlin (1990) discovered the importance of the evolutionary process of the
president from the traditional scholarly academician to promoter and salesperson in his
study of private colleges and universities that had successfully weathered severe financial
hardships. He found that the presidents’ ability to promote their institutions effectively
was the single most important factor.
The most widely used tools were revenue enhancers, which accomplished two
goals: to increase the FTE level (and the resulting tuition income); and to increase the
level of gifts, donations and grants to the institution through presidential efforts at fund
raising and public-image enhancements (Hamlin, 1990).
Presidents must make every effort to familiarize themselves with basic
communications and marketing programs and techniques. Trustees should give this
factor greater emphasis when evaluating current presidents and when hiring future
presidents. College presidents must also continue to scrutinize the abilities and
performance levels of the top level administrators to whom they delegate operational
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duties, as they will be spending more and more time addressing public relations and fund
raising issues (Hamlin, 1990).
The private and public college president’s evolution from scholar to salesman
appears as a trend that will continue to gain importance as financial pressures require ever
greater attention in the future. Trustees, administrators, alumni groups and others will
continue to look to their institutional leaders for solutions to their economic, as well as
academic, problems (Hamlin, 1990).
Today’s college president, as a fund raiser, must reconcile the differences
between the academic and external communities. How successful the president translates
each world to the other and maintains integrity with all groups is critical to institutional
success (Eldredge, 1999).
In this chapter, the growth of community colleges, higher education funding and
the evolution of community college foundations were discussed. Additionally, several
theories of fund raising success elements were reviewed. Finally, the role of the
president in fund raising was examined in greater detail as a key element in effective and
successful fund raising. This literature review is intended to lay the groundwork for
research to identify the key elements of effective fund raising, determine the extent of
these key elements in the current context of fund raising by public community colleges
and determine the role of the college president in effective and successful fund raising.
Let us now turn our attention to Chapter 3, Methodology. In Chapter 3, I will
present the survey instrument, the research participants to be surveyed and the process of
analysis of the data collected from the survey.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The following chapter outlines the methods selected to collect empirical data to
help address my research questions. It details the research design, including population
and sample, instrumentation, and data analysis procedures. Limitations and delimitations
are also described.
The literature is clear that traditional sources of revenue for higher education,
primarily state and federal government sources, are declining, and the need for alternative
sources, including donations from individuals and businesses and grants from
foundations, are becoming more important for higher education to meet its financial
needs.
Despite the growing need for alternative sources to fund public community
colleges, very few studies in the current body of literature have examined fund raising
effectiveness at public community colleges and the role of the president. The role of
academic chief executives in fund raising has long been neglected as a topic of scholarly
research. Similarly, fund raising has, until recently, been neglected as a topic of serious
inquiry. Moreover, fund raising as a field of study has suffered from a lack of theoretical
perspective.
The research problem is also a practical problem. New and expanded facilities are
needed at public community colleges to meet college and community needs. New and
expanded programs need funding as priorities, opportunities and technologies change to
meet education, training and community needs. The need for scholarships also continues
to be a priority for the college and its students as the cost of education continues to
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increase. Faculty opportunities for education, training and research are also becoming
more dependent on external sources of funds including grants and donations.
What we did not know enough about is what are the elements of effective fund
raising programs in public community colleges and what is the role of the president in
those effective fund raising programs. To this end, my study identified common
elements found in public community colleges reporting effective fund raising programs,
and the role of the president in those effective fund raising programs. Such knowledge is
important not only because it adds to the body of knowledge regarding fund raising, but
also to help address the pressing need for additional funding at public community
colleges.
Research Design
A quantitative approach was utilized to identify the common elements of effective
fund raising at public community colleges. A cross-sectional survey of Chief
Development Officers’ (CDO’s) at public community colleges was used to collect the
perceptions of how well their colleges are addressing the eight elements of effective fund
raising identified in the literature. In a cross-sectional survey, data is collected at one
point in time (Creswell, 2008). This approach allowed for a numeric description of
CDO’s perceptions of how well their colleges are addressing the eight elements of
effective fund raising. The survey (see Appendix A) was designed and distributed
electronically using Survey Monkey software (SurveyMonkey, 2013), which made it
possible to reach a large number of potential participants (Creswell, 2003). Online
surveys are a useful mode for populations such as college students, faculty, staff and
administrators, since they already utilize the internet to conduct university business
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(Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). In addition, the confidentiality of the survey design
likely increased participation and honesty of the participants (Rubin, Rubin, & Piele,
2000).
To minimize the total survey error, the tailored design method was utilized
(Dillman et al., 2009). The tailored design method, which is based on the social
exchange theory, allows for the use of multiple motivational features to increase the
quantity and the quality of responses. To this end, throughout the whole process, the
researcher weighs a number of options, including the number, timing, mode, and visual
design of contacts; type of incentives; and usage and type of additional materials. The
social exchange theory encourages survey researchers to work toward increasing the
benefits and decreasing the cost of participation while establishing trust. The benefits of
participation can be enhanced by (a) providing participants information about the survey,
(b) asking for help and advice, (c) showing positive regard by personally addressing
participants, (d) thanking participants, (e) supporting values shared by participants, (f)
giving tangible rewards, (g) making the questionnaire interesting, (h) providing social
validation by demonstrating that similar individuals have completed the survey, and (i)
informing participants that response time is limited. Researchers can minimize the cost
of participation by (a) making responding to the survey convenient, (b) avoiding
subordinating language, (c) ensuring that the survey is short and easy to complete, (d)
reducing requests to provide personal or sensitive information, and (e) demonstrating that
completing the survey is consistent with other requests to which participants responded.
Finally, trust can be established by (a) securing the sponsorship of the survey by
legitimate authority, (b) offering a token of appreciation in advance, (c) making the task
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appear important, and (d) ensuring confidentiality and security of information (Dillman et
al., 2009).
Population and Sample
The population for the study was CDO’s at public community colleges in the
United States who are members of the Council for Resource Development (CRD). CRD
is the preeminent organization for professional membership by CDO’s at public
community colleges and provided a list of members with contact information for this
study and assisted with the administration of the survey. A stratified random sampling
would have been the preferred approach to obtain a representative sample of CDO’s
(Dillman et al., 2009). However, this study was limited to the CDO’s who were willing
to respond to the survey; thus, a convenience sample that included every CDO or
individual in charge of their college’s development department, office, unit or program
and who is a member of CRD was used. In convenience sampling, the researcher selects
participants available to be studied (Creswell, 2008). Although this type of
nonprobability sampling does not allow the researcher to state with confidence that the
sample is representative of the population, it can offer valuable information to address the
research questions (Creswell, 2008).
The target population, or the sampling frame for this study, comprised CDO’s at
public community colleges who are members of CRD. The sampling frame is “the list of
individuals in a population that a researcher can actually obtain” (Creswell, 2008, p. 393).
In this study, the target population included approximately 500 individuals. The
sampling frame, or the list of CDO’s meeting the criteria for the study, was obtained from
CRD. All of the CDO’s in the sampling frame were be invited to participate in the study.
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Potential participants were full-time CDO’s in charge of the development program at
their public community college. For the purpose of this study, CDO’s are defined as
individuals who are in charge of the Development Program/Fund Raising at their public
community college.
I sent an email invitation to all potential participants with a description of the
purpose of the study and a request to complete the online survey. Additional follow-up
procedures were used to encourage participation among the CDO’s in the target
population including a support statement from CRD.
Before the study began, a detailed proposal was submitted to an Institutional
Review Board to ensure that the study is conducted ethically and that each potential
participant understands what the research study would involve and how the collected data
would be used (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). All potential participants had a chance to
review the informed consent form, and they had an opportunity to contact the researcher
with questions about the study or the use of data prior to answering the survey questions.
Participation in the research was voluntary and confidential.
Data Collection Methods, Procedures, and Instrumentation
Data for the proposed study was gathered through an online self-administered
questionnaire developed for the purpose of this study. The questionnaire, named
“Effective Fund Raising Practices in Public Community Colleges” is included in
Appendix B. The items for the questionnaire were designed by the researcher on the
basis of an extensive literature review, (Cook & Lasher, 1996; Dunn, Terkla, & Adam,
1986; Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Fadil & Thrift, 1978; Hamlin, 1990; Keener, Ryan, &
Smith, 1992; Miller, 1997; Murphy, 1997; National Council for Resource Development
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(NCRD), 1993). The instrument was designed and will be administered using the Survey
Monkey software (Survey Monkey, 2014). To address the research questions posed in
this study, the questionnaire includes items in the following content areas: (a) perceptions
of presidential involvement in effective fund raising (survey questions: 1-3), (b)
perceptions of board of trustees involvement in effective fund raising (question: 4), (c)
perceptions of fund raising volunteers involvement in effective fund raising (question: 5),
(d) perceptions of college alumni involvement in effective fund raising (question: 6), (e)
perceptions of the college’s overall fund raising program in effective fund raising
(question: 7), (f) perceptions of the college’s unique contributions, defined and distinctive
niche and role in effective fund raising (question: 8), (g) perceptions of the college’s
institutional image in effective fund raising (question: 9), (h) perceptions of the college’s
institutional history and management in effective fund raising (question: 10), (i)
perceptions of the college’s use of entrepreneurial approaches in effective fund raising
(question: 11), (j) perceptions of the college’s donor relations in effective fund raising
(question: 12), (k) perceptions of the college’s fund raising programs overall in effective
fund raising (question: 13), (l) perceptions of the college’s stewardship program in
effective fund raising (question: 14), (n) perceptions of the college’s success in meeting
established goals (question: 15), (o) demographic characteristics (questions: 16-20).
Within each of the content areas, participants were asked Likert-type scale
questions to indicate the degree to which each statement is true for their college. It was
estimated that it would take participants approximately 10 minutes to complete the
survey.
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Before the survey was administered, it was pilot-tested in order to establish the
content validity of the instrument, improve the survey format, questions, and the scales,
and estimate the average time it would take respondents to complete the survey
(Creswell, 2007). To conduct pilot testing, a hard copy of the survey was given to three
CDO’s, one at a small public community college, one at a medium sized public
community college and one at a large public community college. Data from pilot testing
was not used for the study. The individuals who participated in pilot testing were asked
to write their comments on the hard copy of the survey, which was submitted to the
researcher. The comments were evaluated by the researcher, and necessary changes were
incorporated to finalize the instrument.
Each potential participant received an invitation via a CRD email address. I did
not have access to participants’ email addresses; instead, a formal request was submitted
to CRD for a group email address for the target population. I sent the survey invitation
and three follow-up messages via the CRD’s email addresses.
The letter inviting potential participants to complete the survey was sent within
the body of an email (see Appendix B). It contained information about the purpose of the
survey, instructions on how to access it with a web link to the survey and the approximate
time it will take to complete the survey. Similar information as the above along with a
confidentiality statement, and the researcher’s contact information are included in the
consent page of the survey (see Appendix A). Three different follow-up emails were sent
to nonrespondents, emphasizing the importance of participation in the study (Dillman et
al., 2009) (see Appendix B).
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If a potential participant chose to complete the survey, he or she clicked on the
link within the body of the email, and was directed to the survey’s opening screen (see
Appendix B), which stated the purpose of the study, time it will take to complete it,
confidentiality statement, and researcher’s contact information. When a potential
participant clicked on the “continue” button within the survey it implied consent to
participate in the study. Each participant could choose not to continue with the survey by
exiting it at any time. Participants could also skip any questions to which they do not feel
comfortable responding.
Data Analysis Process and Procedures
To address the proposed research questions, the data obtained through the survey
was interpreted utilizing statistical methods of analysis, and the results were compared
with the extant research (Creswell, 2008). The data gathered through the online survey
was entered into SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences), and all analyses were
conducted using this software.
The sample was described utilizing frequency tables in order to examine
demographic characteristics such as the respondents’ state in which their college is
located, current enrollment at their college, how many years the current president served
as president of their college, how many years the Chief Development Officer served as
the Chief Development Officer at their college, and how many years their college had a
development professional on staff.
Interval Likert scales were used for all closed-ended questions in my survey.
Shavelson (1996) stated “an interval scale assigns a number to persons or objects such
that the number of units of measurement is equal to the amount of the attribute
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possessed” (p. 17). In behavioral sciences, many survey instruments include ratings on 5point or 7-point scales. “While we are not always sure that these measurements have
equal intervals, we proceed as if they did” (Shavelson, p. 18).
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asks to what extent Chief Development Officers report that
their public community college has been successful in fund raising, specifically: (a) their
annual fund; (b) their planned giving program; (c) their special events program; (d) their
grant writing program; (e) their alumni giving program; and (f) their endowment fund.
To address (a) through (f) of this research question, survey items asked
participants to what extent they were successful in each program. A 9-point interval
scale is used, with the degrees of measurement of 1=100% or more below goal, 2=75% to
99% below goal, 3= 50% to 74% below goal, 4=25% to 49% below goal, 5= met our goal
(+/- 24%), 6= 25% to 49% over goal, 7= 50% to 74% over goal, 8=75% to 99% over
goal, 9= 100% or more over goal.
Basic descriptive statistics of frequencies and standard deviations were run and
used to report the data for the research question. Regressions were used to determine
the correlation between a criterion variable and the predictor variables for Research
Question 1 (Gall et al., 2007).
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asks to what extent Chief Development Officer’s report
the presence of potentially effective fund raising elements at their public community
college.
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The second research question was addressed by having the participants indicate
agreement on a number of items in regard to the institutional support and environment
including the perceptions of the president of the college, perceptions of the board of
trustees, perceptions of fund raising volunteers, perceptions of college alumni,
perceptions of the college’s overall fund raising program, perceptions of the college’s
unique contributions, perceptions of the college’s defined and distinctive niche and role,
perceptions of the college’s institutional image, perceptions of the college’s institutional
history and management in fund raising, perceptions of the college’s use of
entrepreneurial approaches in fund raising, perceptions of the college’s donor relations,
perceptions of the college’s fund raising programs overall, and perceptions of the
college’s stewardship program. The elements of effective fund raising and the
corresponding survey questions are shown in Figure 2, Elements of Effective Fund
Raising and Corresponding Survey Questions.
The degrees of measurement on the Likert scale are 1=strongly disagree,
2=disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4=somewhat agree, 5=agree, 6=strongly agree. The
frequencies, means and standard deviations were reported and then all items collapsed to
create a single new variable for each of the eight elements of effective fund raising.
Regressions were used to determine the correlation between a criterion variable
and the predictor variables for Research Question 2 (Gall et al., 2007).
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Elements of Effective Fund Raising

Corresponding Survey
Questions

Success of Fund Raising Programs

1. a, b, c, d, e, f, g

Presidential Leadership

2. a, b ,c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k, l,
m, n, o
3. a, b, c, d, e
4. a, b, c, d
5. a, b, c, d

Other Leadership
Governing Board
Foundation Board

6. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i
7. a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, I, j, k,
l, m
8. a, b, c, d, e, f
9. a, b, c, d, e, f

Volunteers
Alumni
Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising

10. e, f, i, p

Definition & Communication of Institutional Niche, Image
& Mission

10. a, b, c, d
11. b, c
12. a, b, c, d

Institutional Culture

11. a, d

Entrepreneurial Fund Raising

10. g, h

Donor Relations

10. j, k, l, m, n, o
13. a, b, c, d, e, f

Management of Funds

14. a, b, c, d

Demographic Information

15, 16

Figure 2. Elements of Effective Fund Raising and Corresponding Survey Questions.

Research Question 3
Research Question 3 inquires about when holding various demographic variables
constant, to what extent is the presence of the eight potential elements of effective fund
raising, including the role of the institution’s President, a predictor of perceived fund
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raising success. The third research question was addressed by having the participants
indicate agreement on a number of items in regard to eight potential elements of effective
fund raising. The degrees of measurement on the Likert scale are 1=strongly disagree,
2=disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4=somewhat agree, 5=agree 6=strongly agree.
For each of the statements in the survey, means, standard deviations, and range of
scores were calculated to display respondents’ ratings of the level of importance of the
issues. Also, Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal consistency due to
collapsing the data (Creswell, 2008). Regressions were used to determine the correlation
between a criterion variable and the predictor variables for Research Questions 1, 2 and 3
(Gall et al., 2007).
In order to identify and refine proper analyses that need to be conducted I worked
with the Statistics Consulting Center staff at Grand Valley State University.
Limitations and Delimitations
This study is delimited to the convenience sample of CDO’s at public community
colleges who are professional members of CRD. Thus, the results from this study cannot
be generalized to the population of all CDO’s at public community colleges. The
experiences and perceptions of CDO’s at other public community colleges might vary
from those gained from the study participants. Despite this delimitation, this study can
glean valuable insight about effective fund raising experiences at the institution where the
study is conducted and provide important information for administrators wishing to
enrich the campus environment and advance their goals for fund raising at their
institution. One of the limitations of this study is the length of the survey instrument.
Thus, it was be important to consider this limitation, and I attempted to build rapport,
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gain the trust and communicate the importance of the study to the participants through the
tailored design method such as personalization of the contacts and using the endorsement
of CRD to encourage potential participants to consider completing the survey.
Chapter 3 – Summary
Chapter 3 has outlined the methodology used in this study and explained the
statistical procedures utilized to address the proposed research questions. A detailed
description of the population and sample were provided, followed by the description of
the survey instrument and plans for its administration. Chapter 4 presents the results of
the data analysis.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
My study sought to measure the extent to which Chief Development Officers
report that their public community colleges have been successful in fund raising. My
study also sought to determine to what extent Chief Development Officers report the
presence of potentially effective fund raising elements at their community college.
Finally, my study sought, when holding various demographic variables constant, to what
extent is the presence of the eight potential elements of effective fund raising a predictor
of perceived fund raising success.
The study attempted to answer the following research questions in order to
identify the success of their fund raising, the presence of potentially effective fund raising
elements and their potential as a predictor of fund raising success:
1. To what extent do Chief Development Officers report that their public
community college has been successful in fund raising?
2. To what extent do Chief Development officer report the presence of potentially
effective fund raising elements at their community college?
3. When holding various demographic variables constant, to what extent is the
presence of the eight potential elements of effective fund raising a predictor of
perceived fund raising success?
To address the research questions, Chief Development Officers (CDO’s) of public
community colleges who were members of the Council for Resource Development
(CRD), the preeminent professional organization for fund raisers at public community
colleges, were asked to complete a survey via the internet. The response rate varied for
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questions throughout the survey given that respondents had the option of answering or
not answering any of the survey questions.
In addition to the initial survey request via email from Mr. Bill Scott, Executive
Director of the CRD, three reminder emails of the survey were sent to the CDO’s
requesting their participation in the survey. The first survey was sent October 15, 2014.
Reminder emails of the survey were sent on October 22, 2014 and October 29, 2014 to all
the CDO’s following the initial transmission of the survey on October 15, 2014. A third
and final email of the survey was sent on November 17, 2014 to all the CDO’s that were
members of CRD. All four email notices had similar wording and format (appendix C).
Four email notices were needed to obtain the recommended minimum response rate.
The first question addressed how successful each respondent’s college was in
meeting their fund raising goals during the 2013-2014 school year for each of seven fund
raising programs. They were instructed to leave blank any of the seven programs in
which they either did not have a program or an established goal for a program. A Likert
Scale with three percentage categories for below goal, a middle percentage category for
met goal and three percentage categories for above goal. This question was the
dependent variable in our regression analysis to determine the variability attributed to the
eight elements of effective fund raising and their potential as a predictor of perceived
fund raising success.
The next section of the survey included questions regarding the extent the CDO’s
reported the presence of potentially effective fund raising elements at their college.
Questions 2 through 5 addressed the element of Presidential Leadership in effective fund
raising. Questions 6 through 9 addressed the element of Other Leadership in effective
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fund raising which included the governing board, foundation board, volunteers and
alumni. Question 10 addressed the elements of Institutional Commitment to Fund
Raising, Definition & Communication of Institutional Niche, Image & Mission,
Entrepreneurial Fund Raising and Donor Relations in effective fund raising. Question 11
addressed the elements of Definition & Communication of Institutional Niche, Image &
Mission and Institutional Culture in effective fund raising. Question 12 addressed the
element of Definition & Communication of Institutional Niche, Image & Mission in
effective fund raising. Question 13 addressed the element of Donor Relations in effective
fund raising. Question 14 addressed the element of Management of Funds. The third
section of the survey includes questions 15 and 16 and provided demographic
information about each college, the president, and the fund raising staff. The final
section of the survey included questions 17 and 18 which were open-ended questions
providing the opportunity for each CDO to identify the main factors they would attribute
their success or lack of success with their fund raising program.
Description of the Population
The target population for my study consisted of Chief Development Officers
(CDO’s) of public community colleges that were members of the Council for Resource
Development (CRD), the preeminent professional organization for development
professionals at public community colleges. The CRD has 1,364 members representing
554 public community colleges in the United States. The number of CDO’s identified by
CRD staff totaled 470. CRD staff identified five members as having undeliverable email
addresses and removed them from the list of CDO’s. The final survey population of
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CDO’s totaled 465 of which 129 CDO’s responded to the survey. The response rate was
28% of the survey population.
Demographic data were acquired via fill-in-the-blank. Categories were
formulated after the data were analyzed.
Table 1 illustrates a grouping by zip code of the location by state and region of the
colleges participating in the survey as reported in Question 16a by the respondents. A
total of 63 CDO’s (48.8%) responded to this question, while 66 (51.2%) respondents did
not answer this Question 16a. The region with the greatest number of CDO’s responding
was the South with 19 (30%) respondents. The region with the least number of CDO’s
responding was the North East with 7 (11%) responses. The state with the greatest
number of CDO’s participating in the survey was Texas with eight respondents. A
number of factors could be at work in terms of the response rate in each region including
the number of states and the number of colleges in each region. The distribution of states
with respondents includes 29 states representing 58% of all of the states in the United
States.
Table 2 lists the number of years the current president has served as president at
that college. The mean number of years is 5.7 years. The longest period of years is 27
years. The shortest period of years is less than a year. The largest grouping was 16
presidents who had served as president for two years, accounting for 19.5% of the
respondents to this question. The number of presidents serving three years or less is 41
and represents 50% of all the presidents reported by the CDO’s responding to this
question. Presidents serving more than 10 years at their current college total 12 and
14.8% of the total number of presidents identified by the CDO’s responding to this
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question. The responses to this question by the CDO’s indicates significant turnover at
the presidential level at public community colleges.
Table 1
Location of College
Location of College
South
South Carolina
North Carolina
Florida
Tennessee
Virginia
Louisiana
Kentucky
Alabama
West
California
Washington
Oregon
Wyoming
Idaho
Colorado
North Central
Illinois
Ohio
Iowa
Minnesota
Kansas
Michigan
Wisconsin
South West
Texas
New Mexico
North East
New York
Massachusetts
Maine
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Maryland

Frequency
19
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
15
5
5
2
1
1
1
13
3
2
2
2
2
1
1
9
8
1
7
2
1
1
1
1
1

Note: 66 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n=63).

%
30

24

21

14

11
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Table 2
Number of Years Served by Current President
Years served by Current
Frequency
President
<1
9
1
7
2
16
3
9
4
5
5
6
6
2
7
6
8
7
9
1
10
2
11
1
13
1
14
2
15
3
18
1
19
1
21
1
25
1
27
1
Note: 47 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n= 82).

%
11.0
8.5
19.5
11.0
6.1
7.3
2.4
7.3
8.5
1.2
2.4
1.2
1.2
2.4
4.0
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2

Table 3 addresses the question “How many years have you served as the Chief
Development Officer at your college?” The mean number of years is 6.2 years served by
the CDO’s. The longest period of years served by a CDO responding to the survey is 26
years. The shortest period of years served is less than a year as reported by 6 CDO’s.
The number of years most identified by the respondents is one year as reported by 14
CDO’s and accounting for 17.7% of all respondents to this question. The number of
CDO’s serving five years or less is 44 and represents 55.7% of all the CDO’s responding
to this question. CDO’s serving 10 or more years at their current college total 19, and
24.1% of the total number of CDO’s responding to this question. The responses to this
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question by the CDO’s indicates significant turnover of CDO’s at public community
colleges.
Table 3
Number of Years Served as a Chief Development Officer
Years served as CDO
Frequency
<1
6
1
14
2
11
3
3
4
4
5
6
6
3
7
4
8
5
9
4
10
3
11
2
12
3
13
1
14
5
15
2
17
1
24
1
26
1
Note: 50 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n=79).

%
7.6
17.7
13.9
3.8
5.1
7.6
3.8
5.1
6.3
5.1
3.8
2.5
3.8
1.3
6.3
2.5
1.3
1.3
1.3

Table 4 addresses the question “How many years have you had a development
professional at your college?” The mean number of years the respondents indicated their
college has had a development professional at their college is 21 years. The longest
period of years a college had a development professional was 46 years as stated by one
CDO responding to the survey. The shortest period of years is less than a year as
reported by 2 (2.4%) CDO’s. The number of years most identified by the respondents is
20 years as reported by 15 CDO’s accounting for 18.3% of all respondents to this
question. The second largest response to the question was seven colleges (8.5%) at years
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15, 30 and 40 years. The number of colleges that had a development professional
between 15 and 25 years is 37 and represents 45.2% of all the CDO’s responding to this
question. The majority of the colleges as reported by the CDO’s responding to this
question indicates a majority of the colleges have had a development professional at their
college 20 or more years.
Table 4
Number of Years College had Development Professional
Number of Years College
Frequency
had Development
Professional
<1
2
1
1
2
1
4
2
5
4
7
1
8
2
9
1
10
3
12
3
14
1
15
7
17
2
18
3
20
15
22
5
24
1
25
4
27
1
29
1
30
7
33
1
34
1
35
3
37
1
40
7
45
1
46
1
Note: 47 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n=82).

%

2.4
1.2
1.2
2.4
5.0
1.2
2.4
1.2
3.7
3.7
1.2
8.5
2.4
3.7
18.3
6.1
1.2
5.0
1.2
1.2
8.5
1.2
1.2
3.7
1.2
8.5
1.2
1.2
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Table 5 addresses the question “How many development professionals are on
staff at your college?” The mean is 3.7 development professionals. The largest number
of development professionals at a college as reported by one CDO responding to this
survey is 40 development professionals. The least number of development professionals
at a college is less than one as reported by two CDO’s. The number of development
professionals most identified by the respondents is two accounting for 29.3% of all
respondents to this question. A majority (53.8%) of the respondents indicated they have
no more than two development professionals at their college. The responses to this
question also show that six of the colleges have 10 or more development professionals
indicating very large colleges.
Table 5
Number of Development Professionals on Staff
Number of Development
Frequency
Professionals on Staff
<1
2
1
18
2
24
3
13
4
6
5
9
6
2
7
1
9
1
10
1
11
2
15
1
16
1
40
1
Note: 47 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n=82).

%
2.4
22.1
29.3
15.8
7.3
11.0
2.4
1.2
1.2
1.2
2.4
1.2
1.2
1.2

Table 6 is a summary by category of the 2014 enrollment at the participating
colleges. The mean enrollment for all colleges participating in the survey is 10,769. The
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mean is skewed upwards by the few number of schools with very large enrollments. The
largest enrollment reported by a participating college in the survey is 75,000 or more
students. The number of colleges participating in the survey with less than 5,000 students
enrolled is 29 and accounts for 37.2% of all colleges responding to this question. There
are 56 colleges reported by their CDO’s in the survey with enrollments of less than
10,000 students accounting for 72.2% of all the colleges responding to this question.
Table 6
Current Enrollment
Current Enrollment
Frequency
75,000+
2
60,000+
2
30,000+
4
20,000+
3
10,000+
11
5,000+
27
Under 5,000
29
Note: 51 respondents to the survey did not respond to this item (n=78).

%
2.6
2.6
5.1
4.0
13.4
35.0
37.2

Analysis of Questions
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 examined the extent to which the CDO’s believe their
college has been successful in meeting their 2013-2014 fund raising goals by fund raising
program. Survey question 1 asked participants to indicate if they exceeded, met or did
not meet their goal for each of the following fund raising programs: Annual Fund,
Planned Giving Program, Special Events Program, Grant Writing Program, Alumni
Giving Program, Endowment Fund and Major/Capital Gift Program. Respondents were
directed to leave blank all programs they do not have a goal or a program. A Likert
interval scale was used to answer Question 1. Degrees of measurement were
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Substantially Below Goal=approximately 26-49% below goal, Significantly Below
Goal=approximately 6-25% below goal, Met Goal=approximately +/-5%, Significantly
Over Goal=approximately 6-25% above goal, Substantially Over Goal=approximately
26-49% over goal, Exceptionally Over Goal=approximately 50% or more over goal.
Table 7 shows the number and percent responses regarding the success with fund raising
programs during the 2013-2014 school year. The results are shown from highest to
lowest mean for each fund raising program.
Table 7 presents the CDO’s knowledge of how successful each of their fund
raising programs were in the 2013-2014 school year, ranked from highest to lowest
mean. The means for Grant Writing (M=4.36, SD=1.51), Endowment Fund (M=4.28,
SD=1.45) and Special Events (M=4.24, SD=1.18) fund raising programs are slightly
above Met Goal with Grant Writing as the fund raising program with the greatest success.
Grant Writing also had the highest percentage (40%) of responses to the question above
Met Goal. Grant Writing is a fund raising program that a college usually knows or has
good reason to believe they will receive a grant increasing their chances of being
successful. The Annual Fund (M=3.97, SD=1.27), Major/Capital Gifts (M=3.68,
SD=1.62), and Planned Giving (M=3.68, SD=1.81) were slightly below Met Goal.
Alumni Giving has the lowest success rate with a Mean of 2.96 and only 8.0% of the
CDO’s responding to this fund raising program. Alumni Giving to public community
colleges is quite different from the success of universities and private schools.
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Table 7

Substantially
Below

Significantly
Below

Met Goal

Significantly
Above

Substantially
Above

Exceptionally
Above

Success Meeting
Goals by Fund
Raising Program

Exceptionally
Below

Success Meeting Goals by Fund Raising Program

n
(%)

n
(%)

n
(%)

n
(%)

n
(%)

n
(%)

n
(%)

Grant Writing

6
(6.7)

Mean
(SD)
2
11
35
16
11
9
4.36
(2.2) (12.2) (38.9) (17.8) (12.2) (10.0) (1.51)

Endowment Fund

6
(6.7)

2
9
43
12
10
(2.2) (10.0) (47.8) (13.3) (11.1)

8
(8.9)

4.28
(1.45)

Special Events

3
(3.1)

2
13
46
22
(2.1) (13.4) (47.4) (22.7)

6
(6.2)

5
(5.2)

4.24
(1.18)

Annual Fund

6
(6.2)

2
19
46
14
(2.1) (19.6) (47.4) (14.4)

6
(6.2)

4
(4.1)

3.97
(1.27)

Major/Capital Gifts

9
5
15
33
9
(10.6) (5.9) (17.6) (38.8) (10.6)

6
(7.1)

8
(9.4)

3.92
(1.62)

Planned Giving

13
6
11
30
(17.1) (7.9) (14.5) (39.8)

4
(5.3)

9
3.68
(11.8) (1.81)

3
(4.0)

Alumni Giving

19
5
18
27
5
1
0
2.96
(25.3) (6.7) (24.0) (36.0) (6.7) (1.3) (0.0) (1.36)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Exceptionally
Below Goal = approx. 50% or more below goal, Substantially Below Goal = approx.
26-49% below goal, Significantly Below Goal = approx. 6-25% below goal, Met Goal
= approx. +/- 5%, Significantly Over Goal = approx. 6-25% above goal, Substantially
Over Goal = approx. 26-49% over goal, Exceptionally Over Goal = approx. 50% or
more over goal.
Many public community college students go on to a university and consider the
university as their alma mater and alumni associations and fund raising programs at
public community colleges are not as developed as they are at universities.
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Research Question 2
Table 8 represents the CDO’s thoughts regarding the leadership and involvement
of the college president in fund raising, as ranked by highest to lowest mean. The highest
ranking characteristic of presidential leadership is “enthusiasm about fund raising”
(M=4.40, SD=1.56) followed by “provides strong leadership for our fund raising
program” (M=4.22, SD=1.56) and “sees fund raising as a major responsibility of his/her
position” (M=4.05, SD=1.62). All three of the characteristics of presidential leadership
in fund raising have means between Somewhat Agree and Agree. The characteristics of
“is effective asking for gifts directly” (M=3.93, SD=1.67) and “is an overall effective
fund raiser” (M=3.92, SD=1.65) are slightly below Somewhat Agree. The 10 remaining
characteristics of presidential leadership in fund raising in question 2 have means
between Somewhat Disagree and Somewhat Agree. The characteristic “has extensive
fund raising experience” (M=3.18, SD=1.61) has the smallest mean in this question.
Reviewing Table 2, CDO’s participating in this survey stated l9.5% of the
presidents have served as their president for 2 years and 50% of the presidents reported
by the CDO’s participating in the survey have served 3 years or less at their college. The
limited time served as president as stated by the CDO’s participating in this survey could
account for the lack of experience in fund raising.
Table 9 represents the CDO’s thoughts regarding “how effectively their president
communicates to internal constituents,” as ranked by highest to lowest mean. The CDO’s
agree the president effectively communicates the institution’s mission to internal
constituents (M=5.06, SD=1.20) as indicated by a mean greater than 5 or Agree.
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Table 8
President’s Fund Raising Leadership
SD
n
(%)
8
(7.9)

D
n
(%)
9
(8.9)

SWD
n
(%)
6
(5.9)

SWA
n
(%)
19
(18.8)

A
n
(%)
30
(29.7)

SA
n
(%)
29
(28.7)

Mean
(SD)
4.40
(1.56)

provides strong leadership for our
fund raising program

8
(7.9)

11
(10.9)

8
(7.9)

22
(21.8)

28
(27.7)

24
(23.8)

4.22
(1.56)

sees fund raising as a major
responsibility of his/her position

11
(11.1)

8
(8.1)

16
(16.2)

15
(15.2)

28
(28.3)

21
(21.2)

4.05
(1.62)

is effective asking for gifts
directly

10
(10.4)

16
(16.7)

7
(7.3)

23
(24.0)

18
(18.8)

22
(22.9)

3.93
(1.67)

is an overall effective fund raiser

12
(12.4)

12
(12.4)

9
(9.3)

21
(21.6)

25
(25.8)

18
(18.6)

3.92
(1.65)

spends sufficient time on fund
raising activities

13
(13.0)

11
(11.0)

16
(16.0)

25
(25.0)

18
(18.0)

17
(17.0)

3.75
(1.61)

significantly nurtures the
foundation board’s involvement in
fund raising

10
(10.9)

12
(13.0)

14
(15.2)

27
(29.4)

19
(20.6)

10
(10.9)

3.68
(1.49)

encourages setting institution wide
priorities in fund raising

12
(12.8)

18
(16.0)

15
(25.5)

19
(18.1)

22
(17.0)

13
(10.6

3.61
(1.61)

clearly states his/her fund raising
goals to our foundation board

12
(12.8)

14
(14.9)

22
(23.4)

23
(24.5)

16
(17.0)

7
(7.4)

3.54
(1.49)

is active player in developing a
long term strategy for fund raising
program

13
(13.3)

15
(15.3)

17
(17.4)

23
(23.5)

20
(20.4)

10
(10.2)

3.53
(1.55)

clearly states his/her fund raising
goals to our fund raising staff

12
(12.8)

15
(16.0)

24
(25.5)

17
(18.1)

16
(17.0)

10
(10.6)

3.43
(1.53)

clearly states his/her fund raising
goals to our governing board

12
(12.8)

14
(14.9)

22
(23.4)

23
(24.5)

16
(17.0)

7
(7.4)

3.40
(1.45)

is active player in developing an
annual strategy for fund raising
program

13
(12.8)

19
(18.6)

19
(18.6)

27
(26.5)

16
(15.7)

8
(7.8)

3.37
(1.48)

nurtures governing board’s
involvement in fund raising

18
(19.2)

10
(10.6)

24
(25.5)

21
(22.3)

16
(17.0)

5
(5.3)

3.23
(1.49)

Our College President:
is enthusiastic about fund raising

has extensive fund raising
19
18
21
19
11
11
3.18
experience
(19.2) (18.2) (21.2)
(19.2) (11.1)
(11.1)
(1.61)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly Disagree = SD, Disagree
= D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree =SWA, Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
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Table 9
Our President Effectively Communicates to Internal Constituents
Our President Effectively
Communicates to Internal
Constituents:
the institution’s mission

SD
n
(%)
3
(3.0)

D
n
(%)
2
(2.0)

SWD
n
(%)
5
(5.0)

SWA
A
n
n
(%)
(%)
11
33
(11.1) (33.3)

SA
n
(%)
45
(45.4)

Mean
(SD)
5.06
(1.20)

the institution’s niche
(defined as what the
institution does)

2
(2.0)

5
(5.1)

5
(5.1)

21
28
(21.4) (28.6)

37
(37.8)

4.83
(1.25)

the institution’s image
(defined as how the
institution is conveyed)

3
(3.1)

5
(5.1)

6
(6.1)

27
25
(27.6) (25,5)

32
(32.6)

4.65
(1.30)

the institution’s case for
6
10
11
20
27
24
4.27
support
(6.1) (10.2) (11.2) (20.4) (27.6) (24.5) (1.51)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
The CDO’s also indicated in Table 9 they somewhat agreed the president was
communicating the niche (M=4.83, SD=1.25), image (M=4.65, SD=1.30) and case for
support (M=4.27, SD=1.51) as indicated by the mean for each.
Over 50% of the CDO’s responding to each of the four characteristics in Table 9
agreed or strongly agreed the president was effectively communicating to internal
constituents.
Table 10 represents the CDO’s thoughts regarding “how effectively their
president communicates to external constituents,” as ranked by highest to lowest mean.
The CDO’s agree the president effectively communicates the institution’s mission to
external constituents (M=5.04, SD=1.15) as indicated by a mean greater than 5 or Agree.
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Table 10
Our President Effectively Communicates to External Constituents
Our President Effectively
Communicates to External
Constituents
the institution’s mission

SD
n
(%)
1
(1.0)

D
n
(%)
4
(4.1)

SWD SWA
A
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)
3
19
25
(3.1) (19.6) (25.8)

SA
n
(%)
45
(46.4)

Mean
(SD)
5.04
(1.15)

the institution’s niche
(defined as what the
institution does)

1
(1.0)

8
(8.3)

5
(5.2)

15
30
(15.6) (31.2)

37
(38.5)

4.83
(1.29)

the institution’s image
(defined as how the
institution is conveyed)

1
(1.0)

7
(7.3)

5
(5.2)

19
28
(19.8) (29.2)

36
(37.5)

4.81
(1.26)

the institution’s case for
3
11
7
21
23
31
4.49
support
(3.1) (11.5) (7.3) (21.9) (24.0) (32.3) (1.46)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
A total of 72.2% of the CDO’s responding to this characteristic agreed or strongly
agreed the president is doing a good job of communicating the institution’s mission. The
CDO’s also indicated they somewhat agreed the president was communicating the niche
(M=4.83, SD=1.29), image (M=4.81, SD=1.29) and case for support (M=4.49,
SD=1.46) as indicated by the mean for each. Over 50% of the CDO’s responding to
each of the four characteristics in Table 10, agreed or strongly agreed the president was
effectively communicating to external constituents.
Table 11 represents the “president’s support for the fund raising program,” as
ranked from highest to lowest mean. The CDO’s stated they somewhat agree the
president strongly supports a commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising as
indicated by a fairly low mean score of 4.24 (M=4.24, SD=1.52).
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Table 11
President’s Support for Fund Raising Program
SWA
A
n
n
(%)
(%)
27
27
(28.1) (28.1)

SA
n
(%)
21
(21.9)

Mean
(SD)
4.24
(1.52)

a deliberate fund raising
approach through a
strategic planning process

12
10
14
22
18
(12.6) (10.5) (14.7) (23.2) (19.0)

19
(20.0)

3.85
(1.64)

the active involvement of
the chief development
officer in executive level
decisions

18
(18.6)

22
(22.7)

3.79
(1.80)

Our President Strongly
Supports:
a commitment to a
sustained effort in fund
raising

SD
n
(%)
9
(9.4)

D
n
(%)
7
(7.3)

8
(8.2)

SWD
n
(%)
5
(5.2)

14
15
20
(14.4) (15.5) (20.6)

investments in staffing and
18
6
15
20
24
14
3.70
office support for the fund (18.6) (6.2) (15.5) (20.6) (24.7) (14.4) (1.68)
raising program
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
Although the mean was slightly over somewhat agree, 50% of the CDO’s
responding stated they agreed or strongly agreed the president strongly supports a
commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising. The three remaining questions on Table
11 had means slightly below somewhat agree.
Approximately 40% of the CDO’s strongly disagree, disagree or somewhat
disagree their president strongly supports a deliberate fund raising approach through a
strategic planning process (M=3.85, SD=1.64) while approximately 40% agree or
strongly agree their president strongly supports a deliberate fund raising approach
through a strategic planning process. The two remaining questions, their president
strongly supports the active involvement of the Chief Development Officer in executive
level decisions (M=3.79, SD=1.80) and investments in staffing and office support for the
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fund raising program (M=3.70, SD=1.68) have a similar pattern as the previous question.
The responses indicate a significant proportion of the presidents in this study for one
reason or another do not strongly support a deliberate fund raising approach through a
strategic planning process, the active involvement of the CDO in executive level
decisions and investments in staffing and office support for the fund raising program.
Table 12 addresses the “governing board’s fund raising leadership,” as ranked
from highest to lowest mean. All nine means related to the governing board are below
somewhat agree. The highest rating was a mean of 3.56 with approximately two thirds of
the respondents indicating they somewhat agree, agree or strongly agree “our governing
board strongly supports our fund raising program” (M=3.56, SD=1.47) to a low of 2.26
with approximately 17% of the respondents indicating they somewhat agree, agree or
strongly agree “our governing board participates successfully in the solicitation of
donors” (M=2.26, SD=1.25).
The same questions asked of the CDO’s regarding the president including
“strongly supports a commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising,” “strongly supports
using a strategic planning process within our fund raising approach,” and “strongly
supports investments in staffing and office support for the fund raising program” were
higher than the responses of the governing board. It would be interesting to see how well
the fund raising programs are performing at the few colleges where the CDO’s indicated
the governing board strongly agrees to one or more of the nine questions on Table 12.
Slightly less than 20% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed to the questions our
governing board: “strongly supports investments in staffing and office support for the
fund raising program” and “demonstrates a clear understanding of the importance of fund
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raising in their policy making.” Approximately one in ten respondents indicated they
agreed or strongly agreed that their governing board “are significant donors to the
college,” and “participate successfully in the identification of donors.”
Table 12
Governing Board Fund Raising Leadership
SD
D
SWD SWA
A
n
n
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
13
9
11
28
22
(14.9) (10.3) (12.6) (32.2) (25.3)

SA
n
(%)
4
(4.6)

Mean
(SD)
3.56
(1.47)

15
10
12
29
16
(17.2) (11.5) (13.8) (33.3) (18.4)

5
(5.8)

3.41
(1.50)

strongly supports strategic
16
18
13
19
16
planning within fund raising (18.4) (20.7) (14.9) (21.8) (18.4)

5
(5.8)

3.18
(1.55)

strongly supports
investments in staffing for
fund raising program

18
15
14
22
13
(20.9) (17.4) (16.3) (25.6) (15.1)

4
(4.6)

3.10
(1.52)

Demonstrates importance of
20
14
18
18
14
(23.3) (16.3) (20.9) (20.9) (16.3)
fund raising in policy
making

2
(2.3)

2.98
(1.48)

are significant donors to the
college

25
20
14
18
(28.7) (23.0) (16.1) (20.7)

8
(9.2)

2
(2.3)

2.66
(1.44)

participate successfully in
the identification of donors

26
22
18
16
(29.9) (25.3) (20.7) (18.4)

4
(4.6)

1
(1.2)

2.46
(1.28)

participates successfully in
developing our long term
fund raising strategy

27
24
21
11
(31.0) (27.6) (24.1) (12.6)

3
(3.4)

1
(1.2)

2.33
(1.21)

Our governing Board:
strongly supports our fund
raising program
strongly supports a
commitment to a sustained
effort in fund raising

participate successfully in
30
25
16
10
4
1
2.26
34.9
29.1
18.6
11.6
4.6
1.2
(1.25)
the solicitation of donors
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
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Approximately one in ten respondents also indicated they agreed or strongly
agreed that their governing board “participate successfully in developing our long term
fund raising strategy” and “participate successfully in solicitation of donors.”
Table 13 addresses the “foundation board’s fund raising leadership,” as ranked
from highest to lowest mean. The highest mean (M=4.82, SD=1.08) recorded among the
13 questions addressing the “foundation board’s fund raising leadership” is the question
“strongly supports our fund raising program” which is close to Agree on the Likert scale.
The mean for this question as it applies to the foundation board is higher than the same
question asked about the governing board (M=3.56). We could expect this ranking as the
mission of the foundation board is primarily fund raising while the governing board has
additional responsibilities.
There are three identical questions in the survey addressed by the president,
governing board and the foundation board that show a similar ranking in terms of their
means. The means for the question “strongly supports a commitment to a sustained effort
in fund raising” are foundation board (M=4.72), president (M=4.24) and governing board
(M=3.41). The means for the question “strongly supports investments in staffing and
office support for the fund raising program” are foundation board (M=4.49), president
(M=3.70) and governing board (M=3.10). The means for the question “strongly supports
using a strategic planning process within our fund raising approach” are foundation board
(M=4.26), president (M=3.85) and governing board (M=3.18). The top five questions in
order of their means among the 13 questions asked regarding the foundation board, all
have means reflecting Somewhat Agree on the Likert scale. The top two means are
closer to Agree than Somewhat Agree.
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Table 13
Foundation Board Fund Raising Leadership

strongly supports our fund raising
program

SD
n
(%)
2
(2.2)

D
n
(%)
1
(1.1)

SWD
n
(%)
4
(4.4)

SWA
n
(%)
23
(25.6)

A
n
(%)
34
(37.8)

SA
n
(%)
26
(28.9)

Mean
(SD)
4.82
(1.08)

strongly supports a commitment to
a sustained effort in fund raising

2
(2.2)

1
(1.1)

7
(7.8)

23
(25.6)

34
(37.8)

23
(25.6)

4.72
(1.10)

strongly supports investments in
staffing and office support for the
fund raising program

2
(2.2)

2
(2.2)

12
(13.5)

26
(29.2)

28
(31.5)

19
(21.4)

4.49
(1.17)

are significant donors to the
college

3
(3.3)

5
(5.6)

14
(15.6)

31
(34.4)

16
(17.8)

21
(23.3)

4.28
(1.32)

strongly supports using a strategic
planning process within our fund
raising approach

2
(2.2)

5
(5.6)

14
(15.6)

29
(32.2)

27
(30.0)

13
(14.4)

4.26
(1.19)

participates successfully in
developing our long term fund
raising strategy

4
(4.4)

9
(10.0)

13
(14.4)

32
(35.6)

18
(20.0)

14
(15.6)

4.03
(1.34)

participates successfully in the
identification of donors

5
(5.6)

6
(6.7)

15
(16.7)

32
(35.6)

23
(25.6)

9
(10.0)

3.99
(1.27)

accepts risk taking as a factor in
development of innovative and
unique approaches to fund raising

4
(4.4)

13
(14.4)

15
(16.7)

29
(32.2)

22
(24.4)

7
(7.8)

3.81
(1.30)

has a history of fund raising

8
(9.0)

11
(12.4)

15
(16.8)

25
(28.1)

17
(19.1)

13
(14.6)

3.80
(1.49)

participates successfully in the
solicitation of donors

6
(6.7)

12
(13.3)

14
(15.6)

31
(34.4)

21
(23.3)

6
(6.7)

3.74
(1.32)

provides strong management for
the implementation of our fund
raising program

5
(5.5)

15
(16.5)

25
(27.5)

25
(27.5)

15
(16.5)

6
(6.6)

3.53
(1.29)

successfully uses external
indicators (e.g., donors, alumni,
community leaders) to determine
readiness for major gifts campaign

8
(9.1)

18
(20.4)

15
(17.0)

22
(25.0)

18
(20.4)

7
(8.0)

3.51
(1.45)

Our College Foundation Board:

successfully uses internal
6
18
21
24
15
4
3.41
(6.8)
(20.4) (23.9)
(27.3) (17.0)
(4.6)
(1.30)
indicators (e.g., faculty, staff,
administrators) to determine
readiness for major gifts campaign
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly Disagree = SD,
Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA, Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
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The range in the means of the 13 questions varies from a high of M=4.82 and a
low of M=3.41. It’s worthy of note that the top three questions asked regarding the
foundation board, as ranked by their means, have over 50% of the respondents indicating
Agree or Strongly Agree.
Table 14 addresses “volunteer fund raising leadership,” as ranked from highest to
lowest mean. The highest mean of the six questions addressing “volunteer fund raising
leadership” is for the item “strongly support our fund raising program” (M=4.30,
SD=1.22), which is slightly above Somewhat Agree. The mean for the above question
falls between the mean for the same question for the foundation board (M=4.82) and the
governing board (M=3.56).
The second highest mean for “volunteer fund raising leadership” is for the
question “are significant donors to the college” (M=3.88). The mean for this question
also falls between the mean for the foundation board (M=4.28) and the mean for the
governing board (M=2.66).
The next three questions “participate significantly in the identification of donors”
(M=3.62, SD=1.42), “are significant participants in developing our fund raising
program’s long term strategy” (M=3.58, SD=1.32) and “participate significantly in the
solicitation of donors” (M=3.58, SD=1.39) have means half way between Somewhat
Disagree and Somewhat Agree on the Likert scale.
The largest number of respondents for all of the questions related to volunteer
fund raising leadership, except the last question with the lowest mean, were in the
Somewhat Agree category of the Likert scale.

93
Table 14
Volunteer Fund Raising Leadership

strongly support our fund
raising program

SD
n
(%)
3
(3.8)

D
n
(%)
4
(5.1)

SWD
n
(%)
7
(8.9)

SWA
A
n
n
(%)
(%)
30
22
(38.0) (27.8)

SA
n
(%)
13
(16.5)

Mean
(SD)
4.30
(1.22)

are significant donors to
the college

6
(7.5)

6
(7.5)

15
27
17
(18.8) (33.8) (21.2)

9
(11.2)

3.88
(1.35)

participate significantly in
the identification of donors

7
(8.6)

13
13
27
13
(16.0) (16.0) (33.3) (16.0)

8
(9.9)

3.62
(1.42)

are significant participants
in developing our fund
raising program’s long
term strategy

4
(4.9)

15
17
28
9
(18.5) (21.0) (34.6) (11.1)

8
(9.9)

3.58
(1.32)

participate significantly in
the solicitation of donors

7
(8.8)

14
11
27
16
(17.5) (13.8) (33.8) (20.0)

5
(6.2)

3.58
(1.39)

Our Fund Raising
Volunteers:

are adequate in number for
15
16
20
19
9
2
2.96
our fund raising program
(18.5) (19.8) (24.7) (23.5) (11.1) (2.5) (1.36)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items(n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
The last question for “our fund raising volunteers” was “(volunteers) are adequate
in number for our fund raising program” with a Mean of 2.96, SD=1.36. The mean is
slightly below Somewhat Disagree and in the high end of Disagree with approximately
two thirds of the CDO’s state they Strongly Disagree, Disagree or Somewhat Disagree
indicating very few CDO’s agree they have enough fund raising volunteers.
Table 15 addresses the “alumni fund raising leadership,” as ranked from highest
to lowest mean. All six means for the six questions for the alumni fund raising leadership
are between Disagree and Somewhat Disagree on the Likert scale. The strongest
relationship is with the question our college alumni “are significant donors to the college”
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(M=2.62, SD=1.39) which is a little over half way between Disagree and Somewhat
Disagree on the Likert scale. The second highest mean of the “alumni fund raising
leadership” is “strongly support our fund raising program” (M=2.58, SD=1.28).
Table 15
Alumni Fund Raising Leadership

are significant donors to the
college

SD
D
SWD SWA
A
n
n
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
21
17
19
13
4
(27.3) (22.1) (24.7) (16.9) (5.2)

SA
n
(%)
3
(3.9)

Mean
(SD)
2.62
(1.39)

strongly support our fund
raising program

19
21
16
16
4
(24.7) (27.3) (20.8) (20.8) (5.2)

1
(1.3)

2.58
(1.28)

participate significantly in
the identification of donors

22
23
18
12
1
(28.6) (29.9) (23.4) (15.6) (1.3)

1
(1.3)

2.35
(1.17)

are significant participants
in developing our fund
raising program’s long term
strategy

22
24
18
9
2
(29.0) (31.6) (23.7) (11.8) (2.6)

1
(1.3)

2.32
(1.17)

significantly help
implement our college fund
raising program

24
22
19
9
2
(31.2) (28.6) (24.7) (11.7) (2.6)

1
(1.3)

2.30
(1.18)

Our College Alumni:

participate significantly in
21
27
16
8
1
1
2.24
the solicitation of donors
(28.4) (36.5) (21.6) (10.8) (1.4) (1.4) (1.11)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA

When compared to the means for the same question for the alumni board
(M=4.82) and the governing board (M=3.56) the alumni fund raising leadership falls
short (M=2.58) as indicated by the respondents in this study.
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Table 16
Entrepreneurial Fund Raising
Our College’s Fund
Raising program:
has accepted risk taking in
fund raising as an approach

SD
n
(%)
7
(8.5)

D
SWD SWA
A
n
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
10
14
25
20
(12.2) (17.1) (30.5) (24.4)

SA
n
(%)
6
(7.3)

Mean
(SD)
3.72
(1.38)

successfully use fund
5
18
14
23
17
5
3.54
raising measures that do
(6.1) (22.0) (17.1) (28.0) (20.7) (6.1) (1.36)
not conform to
conventional approaches
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA

The remaining questions under “alumni fund raising leadership” have an average
of 2.30 on the Likert scale and are closer to disagree than somewhat disagree and 60% of
the respondents indicated strongly disagree, disagree or somewhat disagree.
Table 16 addresses “entrepreneurial fund raising,” which included two items and
is ranked from highest to lowest mean. The first item, our college’s fund raising program
“has accepted risk taking in fund raising as an approach” (M=3.72, SD=1.38) with a
mean closer to Somewhat Agree than Somewhat Disagree and over 60% of the
respondents indicating Somewhat Agree, Agree or Strongly Agree. The second item
“successfully use fund raising measures that do not conform to conventional approaches”
(M=3.54, SD=1.36) had over 50% of the respondents indicate Somewhat Agree, Agree,
or Strongly Agree.
Table 17 addresses the “institutional commitment to fund raising,” as ranked from
highest to lowest mean. All four means for the four questions on Table 17 are very close
to each other varying from 3.78 to 3.71.
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Table 17
Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising

a successful public
relations program

SD
n
(%)
8
(9.6)

D
n
(%)
6
(7.2)

SWD SWA
A
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)
15
29
17
(18.1) (34.9) (20.5)

SA
n
(%)
8
(9.6)

Mean
(SD)
3.78
(1.38)

an ongoing evaluation of
our efforts

6
(7.4)

9
15
28
16
(11.1) (18.5) (34.6) (19.8)

7
(8.6)

3.74
(1.34)

successfully obtained
broad consensus externally
for fund raising
institutional priorities

6
(7.2)

14
16
17
21
(16.9) (19.3) (20.5) (25.3)

9
(10.8)

3.72
(1.47)

Our college has:

successfully obtained
9
13
12
19
19
11
3.71
broad consensus internally (10.8) (15.7) (14.5) (22.9) (22.9) (13.2) (1.57)
for fund raising
institutional priorities
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA
The means of the four questions in Table 17 are between Somewhat Agree to
Agree, and closer to Agree on the Likert scale. The four questions in Table 17 are about
building credibility and support for their fund raising program in each college’s service
area through “a successful public relations program” (M=3.78, SD=1.38), “an ongoing
evaluation of our efforts” (M=3.74, SD=1.34), “successfully obtained broad consensus
externally for fund raising institutional priorities” (M=3.72, SD=1.47), and “successfully
obtained broad consensus internally for fund raising institutional priorities” (M=3.71,
SD=1.57)
Table 18 addresses the “institutional culture for fund raising,” as ranked from
highest to lowest mean.
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Table 18
Institutional Culture for Fund Raising

Our College has:
made unique contributions
to the higher education
community in our service
area

SD
n
(%)
1
(1.2)

D
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

SWD
n
(%)
2
(2.4)

SWA
A
n
n
(%)
(%)
9
21
(10.8) (25.3)

SA
n
(%)
50
(60.2)

Mean
(SD)
5.40
(0.92

a distinctive role in the
8
12
11
23
13
16
3.83
community or region that is (9.6) (14.5) (13.2) (27.7) (15.7) (19.3) (1.58)
fully utilized for fund
raising
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree = A, Strongly Agree = SA

The CDO’s very strongly indicated that their college had “made unique
contributions to the higher education community in our service area” (M=5.40, SD=0.92)
with over 85% of the respondents indicating they agree or strongly agree. The mean for
“a distinctive role in the community or region that is fully utilized for fund raising”
(M=3.83, SD=1.58) is between somewhat disagree and somewhat agree on the Likert
scale although approximately two thirds of the respondents indicated they somewhat
agree, agree or strongly agree.
Table 19 addresses the “niche, image, and mission in fund raising,” as ranked
from highest to lowest mean. All the means for the questions in Table 19 are four and
above and between Somewhat Agree and Agree on the Likert scale. The question: our
college fund raising program has “effectively defined a niche in higher education in our
service area” has the highest mean of the group (M=5.23, SD=0.95) which falls between
Agree and Strongly Agree on the Likert scale. This question had over three quarters of
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the respondents indicate Agree or Strongly Agree and over 50% responded Strongly
Agree. The next highest range of questions in the category of niche, image and mission
in fund raising had a majority of responding CDO’s indicate they Agree or Strongly
Agree our college fund raising program has “a well-defined institutional image
internally” (M=4.60, SD=1.28), “a clearly defined mission for the institution” (M=4.41,
SD=1.48), “fund raising priorities that effectively reflect the overall institutional mission”
(M=4.40, SD=1.46), and a “well communicated institutional image internally” (M=4.37,
SD=1.35). The remaining five questions in the category of niche, image and mission had
means that fell slightly above Somewhat Agree with two thirds of the responding CDO’s
indicating Somewhat Agree, Agree or Strongly Agree. The lowest mean in this category
was responses to “a well communicated institutional image externally” (M=4.15,
SD=1.51) while still obtaining two thirds of the responses either Somewhat Agree, Agree
or Strongly Agree.
Table 20 represents the CDO’s thoughts regarding “donor relations,” as ranked
from highest to lowest mean. The twelve questions in “donor relations” have means
varying from M=4.59 to M=3.28 and Likert scale responses between Somewhat Disagree
and Agree. The top six questions all have means above 4.00 indicating Somewhat Agree
to Agree on the Likert scale and have over two thirds of the respondents indicating
Somewhat Agree, Agree, or Strongly Agree. The question with the highest mean “is
effective at acknowledging our donors” (M=4.59, SD=1.32). The question with the
lowest mean is “has an ongoing process to gather feedback from our external
constituents” (M=3.28, SD=1.29) with 55.6% percent of responding CDO’s indicating
Strongly Disagree, Disagree, or Somewhat Disagree.
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Table 19
Niche, Image and Mission in Fund Raising

effectively defined a niche in
in our service area

SD
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

D
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

SWD
n
(%)
6
(7.2)

SWA
n
(%)
12
(14.5)

A
n
(%)
22
(26.5)

SA
n
(%)
43
(51.8)

Mean
(SD)
5.23
(0.95)

a well-defined institutional
image internally

3
(3.6)

1
(1.2)

13
(15.7)

15
(18.1)

28
(33.7)

23
(27.7)

4.60
(1.28)

a clearly defined mission for
the institution

6
(7.2)

5
(6.0)

7
(8.4)

18
(21.7)

25
(30.1)

22
(26.5)

4.41
(1.48)

fund raising priorities
effectively reflecting
institutional mission

5
(6.1)

6
(7.3)

6
(7.3)

21
(25.6)

22
(26.8)

22
(26.8)

4.40
(1.46

well communicated
institutional image internally

4
(4.8)

2
(2.4)

17
(20.5)

14
(16.9)

28
(33.7)

18
(21.7)

4.37
(1.35)

a clearly defined vision for the
institution

4
(4.8)

10
(12.0)

8
(9.6)

20
(24.1)

21
(25.3)

20
(24.1)

4.25
(1.48)

a well-defined institutional
image externally

5
(6.0)

6
(7.2)

13
(15.7)

20
(24.1)

18
(21.7)

21
(25.3)

4.24
(1.48)

fund raising priorities
effectively reflecting overall
institutional vision

5
(6.0)

9
(10.8)

8
(9.6)

19
(22.9)

23
(27.7)

19
(22.9)

4.24
(1.49)

fund raisers effectively
communicate institution’s
niche

6
(7.2)

7
(8.4)

12
(14.5)

13
(15.7)

27
(32.5)

18
(21.7)

4.23
(1.52)

Our College Fund Raising
Program has:

a well communicated
7
4
15
18
20
18
4.15
institutional image externally
(8.5)
(4.9) (18.3) (22.0) (24.4) (22.0) (1.51)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly Disagree =
SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA, Agree = A,
Strongly Agree = SA
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Table 20
Donor Relations

is effective at acknowledging
our donors

SD
n
(%)
4
(5.1)

D
n
(%)
2
(2.5)

SWD
n
(%)
7
(8.9)

SWA
n
(%)
17
(21.5)

A
n
(%)
28
(35.4)

SA
n
(%)
21
(26.6)

Mean
(SD)
4.59
(1.32)

is well designed to respond to
donor interests

4
(5.1)

4
(5.1)

7
(8.9)

32
(40.5)

23
(29.1)

9
(11.4)

4.18
(1.22)

has donors with a strong
predisposition to give to our
college

4
(4.9)

5
(6.1)

13
(15.8)

23
(28.0)

24
(29.3)

13
(15.8)

4.18
(1.33)

has productive relationships
between donors and college
employees

3
(3.7)

4
(4.9)

13
(16.0)

28
(34.6)

24
(29.6)

9
(11.1)

4.15
(1.19)

has well informed donors

3
(3.7)

5
(6.1)

14
(17.1)

28
(34.2)

24
(29.3)

8
(9.8)

4.09
(1.20)

has significant success with
local foundations giving to
our college

2
(2.5)

13
(16.0)

10
(12.4)

24
(29.6)

22
(27.2)

10
(12.4)

4.00
(1.33)

is effective at soliciting our
donors

4
(5.1)

7
(8.9)

10
(12.7)

30
(38.0)

21
(26.6)

7
(8.9)

3.99
(1.26)

has significant success with
local corporations giving to
our college

3
(3.6)

9
(10.8)

12
(14.5)

31
(37.4)

19
(22.9)

9
(10.8)

3.98
(1.26)

is successful at soliciting
faculty and staff members for
internal campaigns

7
(8.9)

4
(5.1)

12
(15.2)

27
(34.2)

22
(27.8)

7
(8.9)

3.94
(1.34)

is effective at cultivating our
donors

5
(6.3)

7
(8.9)

10
(12.7)

32
(40.5)

17
(21.5)

8
(10.1)

3.92
(1.30)

is effective at keeping our
donors involved in our
institution

5
(6.4)

5
(6.4)

9+
(11.5)

40
(51.3)

16
(20.5)

3
(3.8)

3.85
(1.14)

Our Fund Raising Program:

has an ongoing process to
8
14
23
22
11
3
3.28
gather feedback from our
(9.9) (17.3) (28.4) (27.2) (13.6)
(3.7)
(1.29)
external constituents
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly Disagree =
SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA, Agree = A,
Strongly Agree = SA
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The other five questions in Table 20 with means under 4.00 have over two thirds
of the respondents indicating Somewhat Agree, Agree or Strongly Agree on the Likert
scale.
Table 21 represents the CDO’s thoughts regarding “management of funds,” as
ranked from highest to lowest mean. The means are high for the five questions in the
category of “management of funds” varying from M=5.19 to M=4.90.
Table 21
Management of Funds
Our college has an
investment -stewardship
program that includes:
investment advisors
successfully guiding the
investment of our funds

SD
n
(%)
2
(2.5)

D
n
(%)
5
(6.3)

SWD SWA
n
n
(%)
(%)
1
2
(1.3) (2.5)

A
n
(%)
27
(34.2)

SA
n
(%)
42
(53.2)

Mean
(SD)
5.19
(1.25)

an investment committee
successfully overseeing our
investments

2
(2.5)

5
(6.3)

5
(6.3)

5
(6.3)

23
(29.1)

39
(49.4)

5.01
(1.34)

a successful process for
selecting our investment
advisors

2
(2.5)

4
(5.1)

3
(3.8)

9
26
(11.4) (32.9)

35
(44.3)

5.00
(1.26)

a successful process for
1
6
4
10
25
32
4.90
(1.3) (7.7) (5.1) (12.8) (32.0) (41.0) (1.29)
reviewing the performance
of our investment advisors
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items (n=129). Likert scale: Strongly
Disagree = SD, Disagree = D, Somewhat Disagree = SWD, Somewhat Agree = SWA,
Agree =A, Strongly Agree = SA

Within Table 21, the question with the highest mean is “investment advisors
successfully guiding the investment of our funds” (M=5.19, SD=1.25) which is between
Agree and Strongly Agree on the Likert scale. This question also had over two thirds of
the responding CDO’s indicate either Agree or Strongly Agree. The middle two
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questions “an investment committee successfully overseeing our investments” (M=5.01,
SD=1.34) and “a successful process for selecting our investment advisors” (M=5.00,
SD=1.26) have means right at 5.0 which is Agree on the Likert scale.
A majority of the respondents to the above two questions indicated Agree or
Strongly Agree on the Likert scale. The question with the lowest mean for our college
has an investment-stewardship program that includes “a successful process for reviewing
the performance of our investment advisors” (M=4.90, SD=1.29) is very close to Agree
and at the top end of Somewhat Agree on the Likert scale and had 73% of the
respondents to this question indicate Agree or Strongly Agree.
Research Question 3
Multiple regression was used to address Research Question 3 which analyzed that
when holding various demographic variables constant, the extent to which the presence
of the eight potential elements of effective fund raising a predictor of perceived fund
raising success. Multiple regression is the most commonly used technique to analyze
prediction. It uses participants’ scores on two or more independent variables to predict
their performance on the dependent variable, providing the magnitude and statistical
significance of the relationship between variables. Multiple regression demonstrates the
variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the variance of each independent
variable as well as the combined effect of all independent variables, designated by the
coefficient of determination (R2) (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).
Prior to performing multiple regression, items from survey questions one through
fourteen were collapsed to create eight new variables, and Cronbach’s alphas were
calculated. Finally, the following two demographic variables were added: number of
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years served as CDO at your college and number of years your college has had a
development professional on staff. Since all alphas for the newly created collapsed
variables were above the required .700, it was possible to proceed with multiple
regression analysis using those ten variables.
Overall, multiple regression was performed in order to determine to what extent,
Presidential Leadership; Other Leadership; Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising;
Definition & Communication of Institutional Niche, Image & Mission; Institutional
Culture; Entrepreneurial Fund Raising; Donor Relations; Management of Funds;
Number of years served as CDO at your college; Number of years your college has had a
development professional on staff predict the Success of Fund Raising Programs.
The ten independent variables were entered into the model, using a stepwise
selection method so that only the significant predictors are kept in the model (Gall, Gall,
& Borg, 2007). In stepwise multiple regression, each time a new independent variable is
added to the analysis, SPSS checks whether an independent variable included earlier can
now be deleted since it does not contribute to the model at a statistically significant level
(p < .05 indicates significant) (.05 < p < .10 indicates marginally significant).
The assumptions of independence, normality, homoscedasticity, and linearity
were met. Due to the data collection procedure selected for the study and previously
described in this study, the assumption of the independence of scores was also met, and
sample size was large enough to assume normal distribution. Independence and equal
variances were checked using residual plots (Shavelson, 1996). Finally, collinearity, or
the extent to which independent variables correlate with each other, was examined by
looking at Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), which should be as close to one as possible.
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For this analysis, the values were less than ten, so collinearity was not an issue. The
number of observations read was 129; the number of observations used was 60; and 69
observations had missing values.
Table 22
Analysis of Variance
Analysis of Variance
Source

DF

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F Value

Pr > F

Model

10

17.99965

1.79996

2.87

0.0067

Error

49

30.70647

0.62666

Corrected Total

59

48.70611

Table 23
R-Square & Coefficient of Variance Results
Root MSE
Dependent Mean
Coefficient of
Variance

0.79162
4.01599

R-Square
Adjusted R-Square

0.3696
0.2409

19.71170

Table 23 displays the coefficient of determination (R2). The results of the
multiple regression analysis in Table 24 suggests that 24% of variability in Success of
Fund Raising Programs can be explained by five predictors: Institutional Commitment to
Fund Raising; Donor Relations; Definition and Communication of Institutional Niche,
Image, and Mission; Alumni Leadership; and Years Served as Chief Development Officer
at the College.
The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, decreases by
.41851 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every one unit increase
if sufficient Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising is not met. The expected success
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of the fund raising program, on average, increases by .40182 units holding all other
variables in the model constant for every one unit increase in Donor Relations.
Table 24
Regression Analysis
Variable

T Value
(df = 49)
3.85

P Value

2.78546

Standard
Error
0.72312

-0.41851

0.24334

-1.72

0.0918*

Donor Relations

0.40182

0.17512

2.29 0.0261**

Definition and Communication
of Institutional Niche, Image,
and Mission
Alumni Leadership

0.30681

0.15215

2.02 0.0492**

0.23385

0.12941

1.81

0.0769*

-0.10989

0.11375

-0.97

0.3388

0.07957

0.13055

0.61

0.5450

-0.04270

0.11700

-0.36

0.7167

0.04057

0.15860

0.26

0.7992

Years Served as Chief
Development Officer at the
College

-0.04044

0.02264

-1.79

0.0802*

Years College had
Development Professional on
Staff
** Indicates Significance p < .05

-0.01001

0.01182

-0.85

0.4009

Constant
Institutional Commitment to
Fundraising

Presidential Leadership

Entrepreneurial Fundraising
Management of Funds
Institutional Culture

Coefficient

0.0003

* Indicates Marginal Significance .05 < p < .10

The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, increases by
.30681 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every one-unit increase
in Definition and Communication of Institutional Niche, Image, and Mission. The
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expected success of the fund raising program, on average, increases by .23385 units
holding all other variables in the model constant for every one-unit increase in Alumni
Leadership. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, decreases by
.04044 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every one-unit increase
if sufficient Years served as Chief Development Officer at the college are not met.
Chapter 4 – Summary
Chapter 4 offered a detailed analysis of results obtained through this exploratory
study. What follows in Chapter 5 is a description and discussion of the key findings from
the study. Chapter 5 also describes how the key findings relate to extant literature while
also offering some recommendations for higher education leaders and researchers.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter 2 presented previous research that revealed potential elements of
effective fund raising at public community colleges (e.g., Duronio & Loessin, 1991;
Cook & Lasher, 1996). From such research, eight potential elements of effective fund
raising addressed in this study are: Presidential Leadership; Other Leadership;
Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising; Definition and Communication of
Institutional Niche, Image, and Mission; Institutional Culture; Entrepreneurial Fund
Raising; Donor Relations; and Management of Funds. My study examined these
elements of effective fund raising at public community colleges through a quantitative
process utilizing an internet survey to obtain the perceptions of the Chief Development
Officers (CDO’s) at public community colleges regarding effective fund raising.
Key Findings
The findings presented in my study are based on the information provided via
responses to an internet survey by 129 Chief Development Officers (CDO’s) of public
community colleges who were members of the Council for Resource Development
(CRD), the preeminent professional organization for fund raisers at public community
colleges. Respondents were represented from all regions of the United States and twentyeight states. Additional demographic data is presented in Tables 1 through 6 within
Chapter 4.
Findings Related to Research Question 1
Research Question 1 addressed to what extent Chief Development Officers report
that their public community college has been successful in fund raising, specifically: (a)
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their annual fund; (b) their planned giving program; (c) their special events program; (d)
their grant writing program; (e) their alumni giving program; and (f) their endowment
fund.
The CDO’s knowledge of how successful each of their fund raising programs
were in the 2013-2014 school year are ranked from highest to lowest mean as follows:
Grant Writing, Endowment Fund, Special Events, Annual Fund, Major/Capital Gifts,
Planned Giving and Alumni Giving (see Table 25). The means for Grant Writing,
Endowment Fund, and Special Events fund raising programs are slightly above Met Goal,
with Grant Writing as the fund raising program with the greatest success. Grant Writing
also had the highest percentage (40%) of responses above Met Goal. Grant Writing is a
fund raising program that a college usually knows or has good reason to believe they will
be successful in receiving a grant increasing their efforts and potential of being
successful.
The Annual Fund, Major/Capital Gifts, and Planned Giving were slightly below
Met Goal. Alumni Giving has the lowest success rate and only 8.0% of the CDO’s
responding they exceeded their goal for this fund raising program. Alumni Giving to
public community colleges is quite different from the success of universities and private
schools. Many students that continue their education beyond a public community college
at a university will often relate as an alumnus to the university and not to the community
college.
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Table 25
Success Meeting Annual Fund Raising Goals
Areas

Means

Grant Writing
Endowment Fund
Special Events

4.23
4.28
4.24

Annual Fund
Major/Capital Gifts
Planned Giving

3.97
3.92
3.68

Alumni Giving

2.96

Significantly Above Goal (5.00)

Met Goal (4.00)

Significantly Below Goal (3.00)

Note: Scale was 1.00 = Exceptionally Below Goal to 7.00 = Exceptionally Above Goal

Findings Related to Research Question 2
Research Question 2 addressed to what extent Chief Development Officer’s report
the presence of potentially effective fund raising elements at their public community
college.
Regarding the leadership and involvement of the college president in fund raising,
CDO’s gave their highest score to “is enthusiastic about fund raising” followed by
“provides strong leadership for our fund raising program” and “sees fund raising as a
major responsibility of his/her position.” All three of the above characteristics of
presidential leadership in fund raising have means between Somewhat Agree and Agree.
The characteristics of presidential leadership regarding “is effective asking for gifts
directly” and “is an overall effective fund raiser” are slightly below Somewhat Agree.
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The 10 remaining characteristics of presidential leadership in fund raising have means
between Somewhat Disagree and Somewhat Agree and are ranked as highest to lowest
mean as follows: spends sufficient time on fund raising activities, significantly nurtures
the foundation board’s involvement in fund raising, encourages setting institution wide
priorities in fund raising, clearly states his/her fund raising goals to our foundation board,
is active player in developing a long term strategy for fund raising program, clearly states
his/her fund raising goals to our fund raising staff, clearly states his/her fund raising goals
to our governing board, is active player in developing an annual strategy for fund raising
program, nurtures governing board’s involvement in fund raising and has extensive fund
raising experience.

The limited time served as president as stated by the CDO’s

participating in this survey could account for the lack of experience in fund raising.
The CDO’s agree the president effectively communicates the institution’s mission
to internal constituents. A total of 78.7% of the CDO’s responding to this characteristic
agreed or strongly agreed the president is doing a good job of communicating the
institution’s mission. The CDO’s also indicated they somewhat agreed the president was
communicating the niche, image, and case for support to internal constituents.
The CDO’s agree the president effectively communicates the institution’s mission
to external constituents as indicated by a mean greater than 5 or Agree. A total of 72.2%
of the CDO’s responding to this characteristic agreed or strongly agreed the president is
doing a good job of communicating the institution’s mission. The CDO’s also indicated
they somewhat agreed the president was communicating the niche, image, and case for
support to external constituents.
The CDO’s stated they somewhat agree the president strongly supports a
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commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising as indicated by a fairly low mean score.
Although the mean was slightly over somewhat agree, 50% of the CDO’s responding to
this question stated they agreed or strongly agreed the president strongly supports a
commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising. The CDO’s responses also indicated a
significant proportion of the presidents in this study for one reason or another do not
strongly support a deliberate fund raising approach through a strategic planning process,
the active involvement of the CDO in executive level decisions and investments in
staffing and office support for the fund raising program.
Regarding the governing board’s fund raising leadership, the CDO’s rated all nine
questions below somewhat agree. The highest rating was a mean of 3.56 with
approximately two thirds of the respondents indicating they somewhat agree, agree or
strongly agree “our governing board strongly supports our fund raising program” to a low
of 2.26 with approximately 17% of the respondents indicating they somewhat agree,
agree or strongly agree “our governing board participates successfully in the solicitation
of donors.”
Slightly less than 20% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed to the
questions our governing board: “strongly supports investments in staffing and office
support for the fund raising program” and “demonstrates a clear understanding of the
importance of fund raising in their policy making.” Approximately one in ten
respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed that their governing board “are
significant donors to the college,” “participate successfully in the identification of
donors,” “participate successfully in developing our long term fund raising strategy” and
“participate successfully in solicitation of donors.”
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The CDO’s responses regarding the foundation board’s fund raising leadership
tend toward higher means than the president and governing board. The highest mean
recorded among the 13 questions addressing the foundation board’s fund raising
leadership is the question “strongly supports our fund raising program” which is close to
agree. The mean for this question as it applies to the foundation board is higher than the
same question asked about the governing board. We could expect this ranking as the
mission of the foundation board is primarily fund raising while the governing board has
additional responsibilities.
The three identical questions in the survey addressed by the president, governing
board and the foundation board have a similar ranking in terms of their means. The
means for the question “strongly supports a commitment to a sustained effort in fund
raising” are foundation board (M=4.72), president (M=4.24) and governing board
(M=3.41). The means for the question “strongly supports investments in staffing and
office support for the fund raising program” are foundation board (M=4.49), president
(M=3.70) and governing board (M=3.10). The means for the question “strongly supports
using a strategic planning process within our fund raising approach” are foundation board
(M=4.26), president (M=3.85) and governing board (M=3.18). It is worthy of note the
top three questions asked regarding the foundation board, as ranked by their means, have
over 50% of the respondents indicating Agree or Strongly Agree.
CDO’s were asked six questions regarding volunteer fund raising leadership.
The highest mean recorded is for the item “strongly support our fund raising program”
which is slightly above Somewhat Agree. The mean for the above question falls between
the mean for the same question for the foundation board and the governing board.
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The second highest mean is “(volunteers) are significant donors to the college.”
The mean for volunteers is between the mean for the foundation board and the mean for
the governing board.
The “participate significantly in the identification of donors,” “are significant
participants in developing our fund raising program’s long term strategy,” and
“participate significantly in the solicitation of donors” have means half way between
somewhat disagree and somewhat agree.
The last question for “our fund raising volunteers” was “(volunteers) are adequate
in number for our fund raising program.” The mean is slightly below somewhat disagree
and in the high end of disagree with approximately two thirds of the CDO’s stating they
strongly disagree, disagree or somewhat disagree indicating very few CDO’s agree they
have enough fund raising volunteers.
The CDO’s ranked all six means for alumni fund raising leadership between
disagree and somewhat disagree. The strongest relationship is our college alumni “are
significant donors to the college” which is a little over half way between disagree and
somewhat disagree. The second highest mean of the “alumni fund raising leadership” is
“strongly support our fund raising program.” When compared to the means for the same
question for the alumni board and the governing board the alumni fund raising leadership
lags behind both as indicated by the respondents in this study. The remaining means
under “alumni fund raising leadership” are closer to disagree than somewhat disagree
with 60% of the respondents indicating strongly disagree, disagree or somewhat disagree.
The indication is alumni leadership is weak at many colleges.
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The CDO’s responded to two items related to entrepreneurial fund raising. The
first item, our college’s fund raising program “has accepted risk taking in fund raising as
an approach” has a mean closer to somewhat agree than somewhat disagree and over
60% of the respondents indicating somewhat agree, agree or strongly agree. The second
item “successfully use fund raising measures that do not conform to conventional
approaches” had over 50% of the respondents indicate somewhat agree, agree, or strongly
agree. It appears to be a number of colleges are applying entrepreneurial approaches to
fund raising.
The CDO’s were asked to respond to four questions regarding institutional
commitment to fund raising. All four means are very close to each other varying between
somewhat agree to agree, and closer to agree. The four questions are about building
credibility and support for their fund raising program in each college’s service area
through “a successful public relations program,” “an ongoing evaluation of our efforts,”
“successfully obtained broad consensus externally for fund raising institutional
priorities,” and “successfully obtained broad consensus internally for fund raising
institutional priorities.”
Regarding the institutional culture for fund raising, the CDO’s very strongly
indicated that their college had “made unique contributions to the higher education
community in our service area” with over 85% of the respondents indicating they Agree
or Strongly Agree. The mean for “a distinctive role in the community or region that is
fully utilized for fund raising” is between somewhat disagree and somewhat agree
although approximately two thirds of the respondents indicated they somewhat agree,
agree or strongly agree.
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The CDO’s were also asked to address the “niche, image, and mission in fund
raising.” All the means were either somewhat agree or above. The CDO’s responses to
our college fund raising program has “effectively defined a niche in higher education in
our service area” had the highest mean of the group which fell between agree and
strongly agree. Regarding the niche over three quarters of the respondents indicated
agree or strongly agree and over 50% responded strongly agree. A majority of
responding CDO’s indicated they agree or strongly agree our college fund raising
program has “a well-defined institutional image internally,” “a clearly defined mission
for the institution,” “fund raising priorities that effectively reflect the overall institutional
mission,” and a “well communicated institutional image internally.” The remaining five
items in the category of niche, image and mission had means that fell slightly above
somewhat agree with two thirds of the responding CDO’s indicating somewhat agree,
agree or strongly agree. The lowest mean in this category was responses to “a well
communicated institutional image externally” while still having two thirds of the
responses either somewhat agree, agree or strongly agree.
The CDO’s thoughts regarding donor relations have responses most of their
responses between somewhat disagree and agree. The top six items all have means
indicating somewhat agree to agree with over two thirds of the respondents indicating
somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree. The highest mean was “is effective at
acknowledging our donors.” The lowest mean was “has an ongoing process to gather
feedback from our external constituents” with 55.6% percent of responding CDO’s
indicating strongly disagree, disagree, or somewhat disagree. The remaining five items
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with means under somewhat agree with over two thirds of the respondents indicating
somewhat agree, agree or strongly agree.
The CDO’s thoughts regarding management of funds were also ranked from
highest to lowest mean. The means are high for the five questions in the category of
management of funds varying from agree to strongly agree. The item with the highest
mean is “investment advisors successfully guiding the investment of our funds” which is
between agree and strongly agree and with over two thirds of the responding CDO’s
indicating either agree or strongly agree. The middle two items “an investment
committee successfully overseeing our investments” and “a successful process for
selecting our investment advisors” had means right at agree. A majority of the
respondents to the above two items indicated agree or strongly agree. The lowest mean
recorded in this category is “a successful process for reviewing the performance of our
investment advisors” and is still very close to agree and at the top end of somewhat agree
with 73% of the respondents to this item indicating agree or strongly agree. It is apparent
the colleges are very serious about the responsibility of managing their fund raising
assets.
Table 26 offers a listing of the highest ranked items from across all areas (those
items above 4.00).
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Table 26
Summary of Highest Rated Items as Ranked by Mean
Items (above 4.00 – Somewhat agree)
Our college has made unique contributions to the higher education community in our service area
Our college fund raising program has effectively defined a niche in higher education in our service
area
Our college has an investment-stewardship program that includes investment advisors successfully
guiding the investment of our funds
Our president effectively communicates to internal constituents the institution’s mission
Our president effectively communicates to external constituents the institution’s mission
Our college has an investment-stewardship program that includes an investment committee
successfully overseeing our investments
Our college has an investment-stewardship program that includes a successful process for selecting
our investment advisors
Our college has an investment-stewardship program that includes a successful process for reviewing
the performance of our investment advisors
Our president effectively communicates to internal constituents the institution’s niche (defined as what
the institution does)
Our president effectively communicates to external constituents the institution’s niche (defined as
what the institution does)
Our college foundation board strongly supports our fund raising program
Our president effectively communicates to external constituents the institution’s image (defined as
how the institution is conveyed)
Our president effectively communicates to internal constituents the institution’s image (defined as
how the institution is conveyed)
Our college fund raising program has a well-defined institutional image
Our fund raising program is effective at acknowledging our donors
Our college foundation board strongly supports investments in staffing and office support for the fund
raising program
Our president effectively communicates to external constituents the institution’s case for support
Our college fund raising program has a clearly defined mission for the institution
Our college fund raising program has fund raising priorities that effectively reflect the overall
institutional mission
Our college president is enthusiastic about fund raising
Our college fund raising program has a well communicated institutional image internally
Our fund raising volunteers strongly support our fund raising program
Our college foundation board are significant donors to the college
Our president effectively communicates to internal constituents the institution’s case for support
Our college foundation board strongly supports using a strategic planning process within our fund
raising approach
Our college fund raising program has a clearly defined vision for the institution
Our college fund raising program has a well-defined institutional image externally
Our college fund raising program has fund raising priorities that effectively reflect the overall
institutional vison
Our president strongly supports a commitment to a sustained effort in fund raising
Our college fund raising program has fund raisers that effectively communicate the institution’s niche
Our college president provides strong leadership for our fund raising program
Our fund raising program is well designed to respond to donor interests
Our fund raising program has donors with a strong predisposition to give to our college
Our fund raising program has productive relationships between donors and college employees
Our college fund raising program has a well communicated institutional image externally
Our fund raising program has well informed donors
Our college president sees fund raising as a major responsibility of his/her position
Note: Scale was 1.00 = Strongly Disagree to 6.00 = Strongly Agree

Mean
5.40
5.23

SD
0.92
0.95

5.19

1.25

5.06
5.04
5.01

1.20
1.15
1.34

5.00

1.26

4.90

1.29

4.83

1.25

4.83

1.29

4.82
4.81

1.08
1.26

4.65

1.30

4.60
4.59
4.49

1.28
1.32
1.17

4.49
4.41
4.40

1.46
1.48
1.46

4.40
4.37
4.30
4.28
4.27
4.26

1.56
1.35
1.22
1.32
1.51
1.19

4.25
4.24
4.24

1.48
1.48
1.49

4.24
4.23
4.22
4.18
4.18
4.15
4.15
4.09
4.05

1.52
1.52
1.56
1.22
1.33
1.19
1.51
1.20
1.62
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Table 27 offers a listing of the lowest ranked items from across all areas (those items
below 3.00).
Table 27
Summary of Lowest Rated Items as Ranked by Mean
Items (below 3.0 – Somewhat disagree)
Our governing board strongly supports our fund raising program
Our fund raising volunteers are adequate in number for our fund raising
program
Our governing board are significant donors to the college
Our college alumni are significant donors to the college
Our college alumni strongly support our fund raising program
Our governing board participate successfully in the identification of donors
Our college alumni participate significantly in the identification of donors
Our governing board participates successfully in developing our long term
fund raising strategy
Our college alumni are significant participants in developing our fund
raising program’s long term strategy
Our college alumni significantly help implement our college fund raising
program
Our governing board participate successfully n the solicitation of donors
Our college alumni participate significantly in the solicitation of donors
Note: Scale was 1.00 = Strongly Disagree to 6.00 = Strongly Agree

Mean SD
2.98 1.48
2.96 1.36
2.66
2.62
2.58
2.46
2.35
2.33

1.44
1.39
1.28
1.28
1.17
1.21

2.32

1.17

2.30

1.18

2.26
2.24

1.25
1.11

Findings Related to Research Question 3
Research Question 3 inquires about when holding various demographic variables
constant, to what extent is the presence of the eight potential elements of effective fund
raising, including the role of the institution’s President, a predictor of perceived fund
raising success.
Chapter 4 described the multiple regression analysis performed to examine the
predictors of potential elements of effective fund raising at public community colleges.
My data suggest that Alumni Leadership; Definition and Communication of Institutional
Niche, Image, and Mission; Donor Relations, Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising;
and Years Served as Chief Development Officer at College are predictors of 24% of
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variability in a successful fund raising program. This means my findings add to limited
research in regard to determining potential elements of effective fund raising at public
community colleges.
Connection to Previous Research
The research conducted in this study supports and enhances the body of literature
addressing effective fund raising at public community colleges.
Similar to my results, Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising was identified as
a factor in effective fund raising programs at public community colleges in the studies of
Cook and Lasher (1996); Duronio and Loessin (1991); Keener, Ryan, and Smith (1992);
Miller, 1997; and the NCRD Study (1993).
Likewise, the Definition and Communication of the Niche, Image and Mission of
the higher education institution was also identified as a strong element of effective fund
raising by Cook and Lasher (1996); Duronio and Loessin (1991); and the NCRD Study in
(1993).
The previous literature also points to leadership as a key element in effective fund
raising at higher education institutions. Such literature cited the leadership of the
president of the institution and the chief development officer in fund raising to be a
critical element to effective fund raising at an institution, and trustees, deans, volunteers
and friends were also found to play an important role in effective fund raising at some
institutions as stated by Cook and Lasher (1996); Duronio and Loessin (1991); Miller
(1997); and the NCRD Study (1993).
Going deeper, in my study, using multiple regression analysis, I found three key
areas of interest with reference to leadership. First, I identified a specific form of
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leadership, that of the variable Alumni Leadership as a significant predictor of variability
in a successful fund raising program. Second, my study found the variable Years Served
as Chief Development Officer at College was a significant predictor of variability in a
successful fund raising program, and thus this supports the importance of the Chief
Development Officer as a leader in fund raising as found in the literature. Third,
presidential leadership was rated as important, but was not found to be a significant
predictor in this study as reported by the Chief Development Officers of the public
community colleges surveyed.
Donor relations was identified in the literature as an element of effective fund
raising by Cook and Lasher (1996); Keener, Ryan, and Smith (1992); and the NCRD
Study (1993). Donor Relations is exemplified by the personal relationships developed
between donors and members of the higher education institution. Involvement in the life
of the institution by donors and keeping donors informed about the institution tended
towards greater commitment to the institution and a predisposition to give to the
institution as stated in the literature. The variable, Donor Relations, was also identified
in my study as an important predictor of variability in a successful fund raising program.
In summary, the five variables in this study as predictors of variability in a
successful fund raising program support and enhance the literature. This study found
three variables, Definition and Communication of Institutional Niche, Image, and
Mission; Donor Relations; and Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising; as predictors
of variability in a successful fund raising program which are also extensively mentioned
in the literature of effective fund raising at public community colleges.
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The findings of this study have identified two variables, Alumni Leadership and
Years Served as Chief Development Officer at College as predictors of variability in a
successful fund raising program not specifically mentioned in previous research. This
study also sheds light on the success of fund raising programs as reported by the CDO’s
of the colleges. It found the areas of strength in their fund raising program as perceived
by the CDO’s, as well as those areas of weakness in their fund raising program.
Recommendations to Community College Leaders
The analysis of my research identified a few findings worthy of note to
community college leaders in terms of effective fund raising programs.
Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising was identified as a predictor of success
of fund raising programs. It also had the largest regression coefficient at -0.41851. The
expected success of the fund raising program, on average, decreases by 0.41851 units for
every one-unit of increase if sufficient Institutional Commitment to Fund Raising is not
met. An institution’s commitment to fund raising is evidenced by the resources allocated
for fund raising which includes staffing, office support and financial resources for fund
raising programs. The overall acceptance of the need for fundraising on campus, and the
accomplishment of institution wide tasks including planning and goal setting for fund
raising priorities and policies are also indicative of Intuitional Commitment to Fund
Raising. The degree of acceptance at the institution of the need for fund raising and
appreciation of the staff members who raise funds is another form of institutional
commitment.
Donor Relations was also identified as a predictor of success of fund raising
programs. It also had the second largest regression coefficient at 0.40182. The
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expected success of the fund raising program, on average, increases by 0.40182 units
holding all other variables in the model constant for every one-unit of increase in Donor
Relations. Fund raising is really about building relationships with donors which includes
individuals, businesses, nonprofits and government. Effective relationships with donors
involves building productive relationships, keeping donors well informed, effective at
cultivating donors, effective at soliciting gifts, effective at keeping donors involved in the
institution, effective at acknowledging donors, fund raising programs designed to respond
to donor interests, productive relationships between donors and college employees and an
ongoing process to gather feedback from external constituents.
Definition and Communication of institutional Niche, Image, and Mission was
also identified as a predictor of success of fund raising programs. This element of
effective fund raising had a regression coefficient of 0.30681. The expected success of
the fund raising program, on average, increases by 0.30681 units holding all other
variables in the model constant for every one-unit of increase in Donor Relations.
Institutional niche is defined as what the institution actually does. Institutional
image is defined as how well, how accurately and how extensively information about the
institution is conveyed to external constituents. The institution’s “story” or “case for
support” must be persuasively and accurately communicated externally. Clarity about an
institution’s niche indicates the niche has been defined and communicated within the
institution and indicates that knowledge of the institution’s history, current strengths and
aspirations have been disseminated throughout the institution.
Alumni Leadership was identified as a predictor of success of fund raising
programs. This element of effective fund raising had the fourth largest regression
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coefficient of 0.23385. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average,
increases by 0.23385 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every
one-unit of increase in Alumni Leadership. Public community college leaders should
encourage and support the development of leadership within its alumni base and provide
resources and a commitment to strengthening the alumni association. It may also
increase the colleges success meeting annual fund raising goals as Alumni Giving ranked
last among the seven identified fund raising programs at colleges participating in this
study and was the only program significantly below goal as stated by the Chief
Development Officers (CDO)’s at the colleges.
Although Presidential Leadership was not identified as a predictor of success,
Table 25 shows the president as receiving mean values from the participating CDO’s in
the high 4 and 5 range indicating agreement the president is doing well at communicating
to internal and external constituents the mission, niche, image and case for support. The
president also received high marks for being enthusiastic about fund raising, providing
strong leadership for the fund raising program, strongly supporting a sustained effort in
fund raising, and sees fund raising as a major responsibility of his/her position.
Presidential Leadership ranked fifth in the magnitude of regression coefficients
With -0.10989. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, decreases
by 0.10989 units for every one-unit of increase if sufficient Presidential Leadership is not
met.
Entrepreneurial Fund Raising is not identified as a predictor of success.
Entrepreneurial Fund Raising ranked fifth in the magnitude of regression coefficients
With 0.07957. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average,
increases by 0.07957 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every
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one-unit of increase in Entrepreneurial Fund Raising. Entrepreneurial Fund Raising is
primarily defined as “accepted risk taking in an approach to fund raising” or
“successfully using fund raising measures that do not conform to conventional
approaches”. A majority of the CDO’s indicated they have used an entrepreneurial
approach at some point in time.
The Management of Funds is a very important responsibility of a fund raising
Program although not identified as a predictor of successful fund raising. It appears most
colleges have a sound investment-stewardship program. It is critical to protect and
enhance those assets entrusted to the college by donors. Management of Funds ranked
seventh in the magnitude of regression coefficients with -0.04270. The expected success
of the fund raising program, on average, decreases by 0.04270 units for every one-unit of
increase if sufficient Management of Funds for the Fund Raising program is not met.
Institutional Culture is not identified as a predictor of successful fund raising.
Institutional Culture is ranked eighth in the magnitude of regression coefficients with
0.04057. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, increases by
0.04057 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every
one-unit of increase in Institutional Culture.
Years served as chief development officer at the college is also identified as a
predictor of success of fund raising programs. This variable ranked ninth in the
magnitude of regression coefficients with -0.04044. The expected success of the fund
raising program, on average, decreases by 0.04044 units holding all other variables in the
model constant for every one-unit of increase if the necessary years served as chief
development officer are not met.
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The necessary years implies the CDO is becoming more skilled and is developing
increasingly valuable relationships. Fund raising is about building relationships. The
CDO at a public community college is key face and voice both internally and externally.
The CDO is a key representative of the college and in particular, the key person
for the fund raising program. Relationships are built over time as trust, understanding
and recognition of competence are developed between the CDO and the donors,
volunteers, foundation board, president, governing board, faculty and staff at the college.
Years College had Development Professional on Staff is not a predictor of success
Of fund raising. This variable ranked last in the magnitude of regression coefficients
with -0.01001. The expected success of the fund raising program, on average, decreases
by 0.01001 units holding all other variables in the model constant for every one-unit of
increase if the necessary years a college had a development professional on staff are not
met.
A growing need exists to obtain the necessary level of financial support for both
public community colleges and its students. One way to close the funding gap is fund
raising. Identifying the effective elements of fund raising can assist all public community
colleges in obtaining their financial goals and maximizing their limited resources. My
study offers insight into the elements of effective fund raising at public community
colleges that could assist such colleges in achieving their fund raising goals, as well as
enhancing the body of literature surrounding this topic.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
Although my study provides valuable insights into the potential elements of
successful fund raising at public community colleges, it is not without limitations. My
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study was limited to the convenience sample of Chief Development Officers at public
community colleges who are members of the Council for Resource Development. Future
studies might involve a stratified national sample of public community colleges that
would examine small, medium and large colleges that are identified as having very
successful fund raising programs and conduct a qualitative study of the elements of
effective fund raising possibly using in-depth interviews or focus groups. A narrow focus
on the best colleges at fund raising might help identify key elements of effective fund
raising. The data in my study was self-reported and limited to the perceptions of Chief
Development Officers at public community colleges who are members of the Council for
Resource Development. Although collecting self-reported data to learn about
participants’ perceptions is practical and effective, it may be subject to bias and it cannot
be verified.
Finally, as described in Chapter 4, my study was exploratory and designed to gain
new insights into the elements of effective fund raising. Further confirmatory and
extended research could utilize the results of my study to identify hypotheses that could
be tested in future studies.
Specifically, the following are potential questions needing further examination:


What can community colleges learn from public universities and private colleges?



Where are the case studies of successful programs and what are the elements of
success?



How can community colleges engage the president as a key player in a successful
fund raising strategy?
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What unique tactics are required at a public community college that generates a
major portion of its revenue from local property taxes and how is the need to
occasionally increase that tax levy related to the overall fund development
strategy?
Closing Thoughts
A growing need exists to obtain the necessary level of financial support for both

public community colleges and its students. One way to close the funding gap is fund
raising. Identifying the effective elements of fund raising will assist all public
community colleges in obtaining their financial goals and maximizing their limited
resources. My study offers some insight into the elements of effective fund raising at
public community colleges that could be of assistance to public community colleges in
achieving their fund raising goals and enhancing the body of literature.
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